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MONDAY, JULY 14, 1958 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Minrrary OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. 0. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 o’clock a. m., in the 
hearing room, George W ‘ashington Inn, Hon. Chet Holifield ‘(chair- 
man of the sube ommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Holifield (presiding), Fascell, and Lip- 
scomb. 

Also present: Herbert Roback, staff administrator; and Earl Mor- 
gan, chief investigator. 

Mr. Hottrretp. The subcommittee will be in order, please. 

Take your seats, gentlemen. 

These hearings were called to bring the Military Operations Sub- 
committee up to date on the dev elopments i in the procurement of air- 
borne expendable rocket launchers by the Navy and the Air Force. 

Previous hearings were held by this subcommittee in 1956 and 1957. 
We hope to present a report to the Congress before this session is 
ended, and we find it necessary to obtain certain additional informa- 
tion. 

The subcommittee staff has been following this program closely, 
but it will be helpful to have the information officially entered into 
the record. 

Today we are hearing witnesses from the Department of the Navy. 
The Navy has outstanding one production contract with the Be Ge 
Manufacturing Co. of Gilroy, Calif., for the Aero 7D rocket launcher, 
which is a 19-round launcher. 

Previous production contracts were concerned with the Aero 6A, 
which is a 7-round launcher. 

At the Navy’s last appearance before this subcommittee on the 
matter of rocket launcher procurement in March 1957, the Be Ge 
contract was about 10 months old but no significant production had 
been achieved. The Navy had approved 150 smepeenacihas samples 
in February 1957, about 4 months after the contract delivery date for 
the samples. The total contract called for approximately 44,000 units. 

Today we will hear from the Navy on the status of this contract 
and on other matters of interest to the eulsemeediing 

Tomorrow we will hear from the Air Force. 

Now, Admiral Hines, I see you have a prepared statement. 

Would you like to give it at this time? 
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Admiral Hines. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. WELLINGTON T. HINES, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF, BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS FOR PROCUREMENT; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY LT. COMDR. R. A. SPARGO, DIRECTOR, PURCHASE 
DIVISION, NAVY PROCUREMENT OFFICE, WASHINGTON, D. C.; 
M. G. EVANS, ENGINEER, WEAPONS APPLICATION BRANCH, 
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT, NOTS, INYOKERN, CALIF.; LEE 
MORGAN, PROJECT ENGINEER, BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS; AND 
LYLE BERCIER, ARMAMENT TECHNICIAN, BUREAU OF AERO- 
NAUTICS 


Admiral Hines. I am Rear Adm. Wellington T. Hines, Assistant 
Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics for Procurement. 

We are here today in response to your request to discuss the pro- 
curement of Aero 7D aircraft rocket launchers. 

In accordance with your further request, we have asked the com- 
mander, Naval Ordnance Test Station, Inyokern, Calif., to have a 
representative present, and the officer in charge of the Naval Purchas- 
ing Office, Washington, to have the contracting officer, Lt. Comdr. R. 
A. Spargo, with us. 

Let me briefly review the pertinent facts: 

In 1955, the Naval Ordnance Test Station, under a Bureau of Aero- 
nautics project, completed the development of the Aero 7D aircraft 
rocket launchers. 

This equipment is designed as a combination shipping container- 
launcher for 19, 2.75-inch folding fin aircraft rockets, and is jetti- 
soned from the aircraft after one use. It replaced a smaller launcher, 
the Aero 6A, which had a capacity of only seven rockets. 

Drawings and specifications were prepared for the equipment, and 
an advertised request for bids was released in February 1956 by the 
Naval Purchasing Office, Washington, D. C., for the production of a 
quantity of 44,263. 

The Be Ge Corp., of Gilroy, Calif., was the low responsive bidder 
to this request, <a a contract was therefore awarded on June 7, 1956, 
to that bidder at a unit price of $90.51 per launcher. 

The delivery schedule, which is a part of the contract, calls for 
completion of production in August 1957. The contractor, however, 
experienced delays in reaching quantity production. The difficulties 
were of two general kinds: 

One, the establishment of reliable subcontrators, particularly for 
the plastic-impregnated paper tubes which hold each rocket; and, 
secondly, the expected problem of turning the prototype equipment 
into a production item that would fit the particular production prac- 
tices which the contractor and his suppliers employ. 

As of last Friday, July 11, the contractor has produced and shipped 
a total of 13,391 launchers. 

We have continued throughout the contract to test samples se- 
lected from each production lot in the laboratories of the Dayton T. 
Brown Co., and, subsequently, have fired rockets from them at the 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Shumaker, Ark. 
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All production lots, on which testing has been completed, have 
met contract requirements and have been accepted by the Navy. 

The situation now, therefore, is that we have a satisfactory equip- 
ment, with the delivery of total contract quantities expected in 
January of 1959. Changing tactical requirements and the reductions 
in the numbers of operating Navy aircraft have combined to make 
this late delivery of the product acceptable. 

It was found necessary, as I have suggested, to authorize changes in 
the launcher design during early stages of production. Most of them 
have been what we call changes in callouts in the drawings, to correct 
minor discrepancies between laboratory and production designs as 
the latter developed during the contractor’s early work. Some changes 
have been authorized to simplify the equipment, with the result that 
we now have a more readily producible item to manufacture. 

Both the delivery schedules and the engineering changes, with 
their possible impact on the contractor’s cost and price have been the 
subjects of recent meetings between the Navy and representatives of 
the Be Ge Corp. While the meetings have been productive, no price 
or delivery changes have been authorized. 

Because this matter is still in negotiation, and any statement here 
today could tend to prejudice its outcome, I shall not speculate on 
the possible future courses of action, should we fail to reach agree- 
ment on what can and should be done under the contract. 

Navy representatives here include Mr. Lee Morgan, the project 
engineer from the Bureau of Aeronautics; Mr. Lyle Bercier, with the 
Maintenance Division of the same bureau; Mr. M. G. Evans from 
the Naval Ordnance Test Station, Inyokern; Lt. Comdr. R. A. Spargo, 
the contracting officer from the Naval Purchasing Office, Washington, 
D. C. 

We shall be glad to attempt to answer any questions you may have. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. Thank you, Admiral. 

This has been under consideration by this committee, as I said in 
the opening statement, for some time, and it is necessary as far as the 
records of our committee are concerned, to conclude these hearings 
and present the report on the activities of the committee to the Con- 
gress. 

Therefore, we have a number of questions which we’ll ask this morn- 
ing in order that we may have a completion of the record of our 
hearings up to date. 

What is the total number of launchers delivered under the contract 
to date, Admiral ? 

Admiral Hines. As of last Friday, sir, there were 13,391. 

Mr. Ho.irtetp. Have any launchers been rejected during either 
laboratory, firing, or field tests? 

Admiral Hines. Yes, sir. Some of them have, and I would like 
to ask Mr. Morgan to go into that. 

Mr. Ler Morean. We have rejected some samples in firing tests at 
Shumaker, Ark. 

When the launchers representing that lot were resampled and re- 
tested, they successfullv passed the test, and the lots were accepted. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Could we get some further information on that ? 
Could you give us the identity of the lots, the dates they were fired, 
and rejected, and when they were subsequently fired, and approved ? 
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Mr. Lez Morcan. We have supplied you with copies of the test re- 
ports. I can’t give you the dates, unless you want me to dig through 
them right now. 

Mr. Eart Morean. We would like for you to furnish that in- 
formation. 

(See p. 740 for information subsequently furnished.) 

Mr. Rorzack. Do you know how many lots were rejected ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. I believe three during the firing tests. 

Mr. Rosack. Were there no lots rejected at the laboratory because 
of defective fairings ? 

Mr. Lez Morgan. We have rejected some lots for fairing failures; 


es. 

Mr. Rosack. Would you supply us the identity of the rejected lots, 
both in laboratory and Shumaker testing, and indicate the nature of 
the reasons for the rejection ? 

Mr. Ler Moraan. Yes. 

(See p. 740 for information subsequently furnished.) 

Mr. Rorack. Now, do we understand that after retesting of the lots 
that were rejected, both in laboratory and field testing, they were 
accepted ? 

Mr. Lez Morean. That is correct. 

All launchers manufactured to date have been accepted. 

Mr. Eart Morean. In May of this year, lots 120 through 124, T be- 
lieve, were rejected by Dayton T. Brown for fairing failures or de- 
ficiencies in the fairing. 

Can you assure us that those lots have been retested and have been 
approved ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. I can. 

Mr. Ropack. By the way, Mr. Morgan, when the lots are tested at 
Dayton T. Brown, they don’t really make a decision as to whether 
they are rejected or not. They merely present to you the results of 
their testing, and you make the decision; is that right? 

Mr. Ler Morean. That is right. 

Mr. Eart Morean. And have any of these launchers been supplied 
to the fleet or to other activities ? 

Mr. Ler Moraan. Yes, sir; they have. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Have you received any of the reports from the 
field ? 

Mr. Lez Morcan. We have received reports from other testing 
activities such as the Naval Air Test Center and the Naval Ordnance 
Test Center. 

We have supplied you with copies of those reports earlier. We 
have not received, to my knowledge, any reports from the fleet activi- 
ties which have this equipment and are using it. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. What was the purpose of the testing at 
Patuxent ? 

Mr. Lez Morcan. New aircraft have certain armament equipment 
specified that they will carry satisfactorily. These may be missiles; 
they may be guns, bombs, or rocket launchers. 

We supplied launchers to the test center to permit evaluation of 
these aircraft to determine whether they were successful in carrying 
the armament specified for the aircraft. 


Mr. Eart Morcan. What was the purpose of the testing at NOTS, 
China Lake? 
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Mr. Lez Morcan. NOTS—we have not sent any to NOTS re- 
cently. Early in production, we sent launchers to NOTS. They 
were used in demonstration, and also the further check of the launch- 
ers to see that they were performing satisfactorily under the condi- 
tions under which NOTS may have flown them and fired them. 

Mr. Eart Morean. This isn’t considered a part of the testing of 
the production samples, is it ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. That is over and above the testing of the samples. 
We have submitted from time to time to the Naval Air Test Center 
production samples direct from the laboratories of the Dayton T. 
Brown Co. to have flight tests and firing tests performed. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Are these the only two places that you have had 
firing tests other than Shumaker? 

Mr. Ler Morgan. I believe some launchers were fired in a fleet air 
gunnery meet at E] Centro, Calif., several times. 

Mr. Houtrteip. Have any specifications been waived since the origi- 
nal grant of the contract ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.trretp. Will you explain what they were? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We have from the beginning been forced to 
waive certain of the requirements for the tube. We found out when 
we embarked on this program that the specification covering require- 
ments for compressive strength tubes to the standards should have 
had—parenthetically to paragraph 33423—the notation “1-inch sam- 
ple,” the strength required of 7,000 pounds per square inch applied to 
a 1-inch diameter sample. 

Since the tubes that we are procuring the 234 inches in diameter, 
the strength that we obtained from those tubes is on an average of 
4,000 to 7,000 pounds per square inch. 

We immediately granted this waiver, because the specification did 
not have the parenthetical comment that it should have. 

We also permitted an increase in the water absorption possible 
under paragraph 33422. The specification required 15 to 18 percent. 
We waived that to a permissible 25 percent. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. In other words, you found out that your original 
specifications could not be met by the contractor, and you liberalized 
them ? 

Mr. Lee Moraan. Only in the area of the compressive strength. 
The original tube specified—or the original tubes—did meet all re- 
quirements with the exception of this clarification on the diameter of 
the sample that should be used in testing. 

Mr. Ho.irretp. You mean you used a 1-inch sample to test, when 
you planned to use a 2.75-inch tube in the real product ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. For the laboratory testing, the specification cov- 
ering the tube was developed against a 1-inch-diameter sample, and 
we should have so indicated in the specification. 

Mr. Hottrtetp. Why was that ? 

You never had such changes before when the tubes were tested 
before for the Aero 6A and 7A. They were tested—the same size 
was tested as the size used. 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We determined later, from the Cleveland Con- 
tainer Co., which is the concern which developed our first tube for 
us, that this strength requirement should have been specified against 
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a 1-inch-diameter sample. We did not have that information at the 
time the specifications were prepared. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Was this a change in compression over the tests 
that you required on the 7A and the 6A? 

Mr. Ler Morean. We did not have this test specified in the 6A. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. But in the 6A and 7A you used the sizes which are 
actually used in military missions for all test purposes? 

Mr. Lee Morean. As I say, we did not specify a compressive 
strength that the tube should withstand in the 6A procurement. We 
have never produced a 7A launcher, Mr. Chairman; only the 7D. 

Mr. Rozack. Mr. Morgan, on the compressive strength specification 
of the 7D, you say that the thing was clarified ? 

Mr. Lez Morean. I didn’t understand you. 

Mr. Ropack. You say that the situation was clarified. 

Now, who made the error in the compressive strength ? 

Was it the Century Engineers, as the developer contractor, or the 
Navy, in examining specifications, or was that a mutual error? 

Mr. Ler Morean. I would prefer to think of it as a mutual error. 

However, I'll not shirk the responsibility here. 

I wish it had been in the specification. It was not. 

Mr. Rosackx. And Cleveland Container, as was brought out at a 
previous hearing, all this time was insisting that all they were pre- 

ared to deliver was the commercial variety of the tube, the Clevelite 

20, so that, in fact, the waiver of the specification was only to make 
it possible for Cleveland Container to deliver its Clevelite L—20 tube? 

fr. Lez Morcan. No, sir. 

Mr. Rosack. Did Cleveland Container deliver other than the Cleve- 
lite L-20 tube after you waived the specification ? 

Mr. Lee Moraan. I don’t know what the Clevelite L—20 tube is. 

To my knowledge, the only tube that Cleveland has delivered to 
Be-Ge was their commercial tube. 

Mr. Rosack. Let’s call it the commercial variety of tube, then. 

You have no knowledge that a waiver on any but the commercial 
variety of tube has been made, on any tube other than some possible 
testing samples; is that right ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Rorack. So that the effect of your waiver was to make it possi- 
ble for this commercial variety to be delivered. 

This might be common justice in that originally you specified that 
the tube was available from Cleveland Container, and you had no rea- 
son to lead anybody to believe that it was other than a commercial 
variety of tube. 

Ts that substantially correct? 

Mr. Lre Morean. Yes. 

Mr. Ho.irtetp. Was this tube an impregnated tube of the commer- 
cial variety or was it just the regular cardboard type of tube? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Well, it is a paper tube, a Kraft paper tube, 
which is impregnated, in contrast 





Mr. Hortrtevp. It is not impregnated with plastic by the Cleveland 
people; is it ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. If tubes are procured from the Cleveland people, 
they do the impregnation. 

Mr. Houirtevp. It was my understanding on the Century Industries 
contract that the contractor dipped these tubes in plastic in his plant. 
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Mr. Lee Morean. Not this tube, Mr. Chairman. You are thinking 
of the Aero 6A tube, which was, as you know, a dipped tube in the 
contractor’s plant. The launcher manufacturer’s plant. 

Mr. Ropack. Now, the Navy decided, in effect, that that dipping 
process that the chairman referred to on the earlier launcher was not 
adequate, so you went toa phenolic impregnated tube. 

You decided, by changing the developer’s specifications, that that 
tube was available at Cleveland. But that was a phenolic-impreg- 
nated tube, rather than a raw tube dipped by the manufacturer, as 
was the case on the earlier contract. 

Mr. Lez Morean. That is right. 

Mr. Horirrevp. And this tube did not withstand the moisture 
absorption which the previous tube withstood ¢ 
Mr. Lee Morean. We didn’t specify what water absorption the 6A 
tube 

Are you referring to the 6A tube now ? 

Mr. Hortrieitp. Well, I’m referring to the latter tube, as compared 
to the 6A tube. 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We didn’t specify what moisture content the 6A 
tube could pick up. These are additional requirements for the tube 
over and above those in the 6A launcher. 

Mr. Rosack. Refining the specifications ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. It is much more rigorous, because we have 19 
rockets that have to withstand this blast, rather than 7. 

Mr. Houirrevp. Are those two specifications the only ones which 
have been waived ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. No, sir. The waiver I have just related applied 
to the 150 preproduction sample launchers. 

Mr. Rosack. You mean not to all the tubes? 

Mr. Lee Morgan. No, sir. 

Mr. Ronackx. Are you talking about water absorption or compres- 
sive strength ¢ 

Mr. Lee Morcan. The only waivers I have discussed so far are 
moisture and compressive strength. 

‘These waivers applied to the 150 preproduction samples all the way 
through lot 75 of the production run. 

Mr. Rowack. They didn’t go beyond that? 

Mr. Lee Morean. In lot 76, the Be Ge Co., which has been experi- 
menting with various other tubes in an effort to secure a cheaper 
tube and a tube more readily available at the higher production rates 
we desired, was given authority to manufacture 24 launchers contain- 
ing a Globe Container Co. tube. 

They requested a waiver for these 24 launchers to permit 30-per- 
cent acetone extraction and a 50-percent moisture absorption. 

Mr. Ropsack. Fifty percent ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. Fifty percent. 

Mr. Rozack. They are going to get bogged down, aren’t they ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. Oh, no. On the contrary, they will not get 
bogged down. 

They requested the 30 percent, which is considerably in excess of 
the actual test results for these 24, only because they were exceeding 
slightly the 714-percent permitted. 

Actually, the figures were 7.74 to 12.13. 
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Now, they wanted a good safe margin for the evaluation of these 
24 launchers. 

Mr. Ropack. You mean they wanted an absorption rate about 5 
to 7 times that required or specified ? 

Mr. Lez Morean. No, that was acetone extraction, Mr. Roback. I 
haven’t discussed moisture absorption. 

Mr. Rogpack. Excuse me. It is hard for us laymen to follow these 
technical terms. 

Mr. Lee Morean. The 30 percent is the waiver applying to para- 
graph 33421, acetone extraction. 

The basic required 714 percent; we granted 30 percent for this 
limited number of launchers, because the actual test figures showed 
that they were exceeding the 714 percent by a slight amount. 

Mr. Rosack. Why did you grant up to 30 percent if it wasn’t 
necessary ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. It wasn’t necessary, and we didn’t really worry 
about it, because they were only for the evaluation of a limited num- 
ber of launchers in an effort to achieve high production. 

Mr. Roszacx. To keep this record clear, at this point, that was 
lot 76? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. Through lot 75 we proceeded with the original 
waiver and were 

Mr. Rogsack (interposing). We understand that, but 

Mr. Hotirtretp (interposing). Wait a minute. Let’s get the an- 
swer to that first question. 

Starting with lot 75, and going how far? 

Mr. Lee Moraan. In lot 76 there were 24 launchers, containing 
tubes manufactured by the Globe Container Co. 

Mr. Rosackx. What I wanted to find out, Mr. Morgan, was whether, 
before you digress on that point, in effect the waivers covered all 
the tubes from the Cleveland Container Co. used by the contractor. 

Is that the situation ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. This waiver that I am just discussing now 
applies only to 24 launchers. 

Mr. Rogack. I know, but I am referring to the waivers on com- 
pressive strength and water absorption which applied to Cleveland 
Container. 

Did they cover every tube supplied by Cleveland Container Co.? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Yes, they did. 

Mr. Rosack. So those waivers—strike that. 

At the time you apeared before, at the last hearing, you said that 
you were rewriting the specification on compressive strength. You 
didn’t rewrite the specification, because that still stands. You 
waived the specifications for the Cleveland Container tube. 

Mr. Lee Morean. Yes; we granted a waiver. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Was a change made in specification Mil—R- 
19168, as stated by Admiral Russell in his letter of December 19, 
1956 ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. Was it 











Mr. Eart Morean. Was the change in specification made? 
I'll read you what he said in his letter: 


A change in the specification MIL—R-19168 was made after it was established 
that its requirements as to compressive strength and water absorption were in 
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excess of the physical qualities of the tubes used successfully in the develop- 
ment of this equipment. 

Mr. Lee Morean. The answer to your question is “Yes.” 

Mr. Eart Morean. The change was made in that specification, 
which was different from the waiver that Mr. Roback has been dis- 
cussing; is that correct ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. No; ; it is the same waiver. 

Mr. Roxack. In other w ords, you didn’t rewrite the specifications. 
You waived them. Waiver means waiver. You didn’t rewrite the 
specification, although you led us to believe at the last hearing that 
this specification was going to be changed. 

Mr. Lee Morean. I just said the specification was changed. I 
answered “Yes” to Mr. Morgan’s question. 

Mr. Rosack. We asked at the time if you were talking about a 
waiver, and you said “No, this is going to be revised.” 

That was not revised. We ought not to quarrel about “waiver” 
when, by “waiver” you mean you suspended the requirement for that 
particular group of tubes. 

Mr. Ler “Morean. We suspended it, and, as said in Admiral Mur- 
phy’s comments, we did change the specification to cover the waiver. 

Mr. Rospackx. We won’t argue about the word “change.” 

Mr. Ho.irtetp. These are the only specifications that were waived 
in that lot up to that time? 

Mr. Ler Moraan. I’m afraid I haven’t gotten past the 24 launchers 
manufactured by Globe. 

Mr. Hoxtrtetp. Continue, please. 

Mr. Ler Morcan. I believe we have covered the story on acetone 
extraction. 

We permitted a maximum of 50 percent moisture absorption. 

Mr. Hortrrecp. You started out with 714 percent, and you raised 
it to 30 percent, and now you are raising it to 50; is that right? 

Mr. Ler Moraan. No, sir. 

Mr. Houtrterp. All right, explain what you mean. 

Mr. Lee Moraan. The basic specification says: 

Water absorption, 15 to 18 percent. 

We changed that to 25 percent, that waiver applying to all launchers 
containing Cleveland Container tubes through lot 75 

Commencing with lot 76, we permitted 50 percent moisture absorp- 
tion for the 24 launchers containing Globe tubes. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. That is for the 24 tubes ? 

Mr. Lee Moraan. The 24 launchers. 

Mr. Horrrtevp. In other words, the first group you changed from 
15 to 18 percent to 25, and then for the 24 additonal tubes, you raised 
it to 50 percent ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Correct. 

This waiver was granted because the naval ordnance test station 
had conducted some additional special testing relating to the moisture- 
absorption effect on the tubes, and had discovered that up to 50 per- 
cent the strength of the tube—50 percent moisture absorption—the 
strength of the tube was not significantly reduced. 


We could live with a maximum of 60 percent actual moisture con- 
tent in the tube. 


en SEE SEP Re RRO 
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These launchers were tested and passed our requirements, which 
then permitted another tube to be available to the Be-Ge Co. 

Mr. Rosack. That waiver applied to all subsequent Globe tubes? 

Mr. Lee Morean. Yes; that is correct. 

Now, we do need to explain the way we interpret those figures in 
terms of the production requirements at Be—Ge. 

We are still requiring 15 percent moisture—rather, acetone extrac- 
tion—and 50 percent moisture absorption. However, it is a charac- 
teristic of this tube that curing will continue even after it has been 
removed from the heated curing oven. It isa function of time. The 
tube continues to cure naturally in the ambient conditions for a period 
of bey to 90 days, at which time it is, for all intents and purposes, 
stable. 

However, curing does continue indefinitely. 

With Be-Ge at a high production rate turning out hundreds of 
thousands of tubes, it was impractical to require them to wait for this 
period of time before we checked the tubes for their physical proper- 
ties. 

Therefore, to permit the contractor to proceed in assembling tubes 
into launchers, as soon as we had processed the tubes, we permitted 
15 percent acetone extraction and 65 percent moisture absorption, with 
the condition that these readings be average readings. 

The readings will vary depending upon where you select your sec- 
tion of tube. Obviously, the center of the,tube is not going to be cured 
as well as the ends will be cured, and what we are after is an average 
reading. 

So we are, in effect, clarifying the figure of 50 percent for quality- 
control testing purposes by the inspector. 

Mr. Rosack. What does 65 percent add to the weight of the 
launcher ? 

Mr. Lee Morgan. Relatively nothing. 

Mr. Rosack. It doesn’t add any weight ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. I don’t think you can measure it. 

Mr. Rosack. What does the water absorption do to the tube? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. The purpose of the figure of the moisture absorp- 
tion maximum allowable is to prevent the tube from absorbing 
through ambient conditions such as the humidity conditions that we 
have in the tropical zones, absorbing so much moisture that the tube 
would become soggy, soft, and blow to pieces when you fired a rocket. 

We determined that we could accept 50 percent after complete cur- 
ing. Sixty-five percent reading within 48 hours of removal from the 
oven will provide a 50 percent actual moisture-absorption content in 
this time I have spoken of. 

Mr. Rogack. Well, since you have permitted the contractor to as- 
semble launchers with green tubes—you might say—and you have 
tested them, they might start to curl up and shrivel after you 
put them in stores? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. No; quite the converse. 

We are testing them under the worst conditions when we test them 
immediately. The more time that would transpire, Mr. Roback, the 
better the tube would be. We are testing them immediately. 

Mr. Rosack. They won’t curl up at the edges, eh ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. No, sir; quite the opposite. 

They tend not to curl up. 
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Mr. Rosackx. Wasn’t this the practical situation, that Globe Con- 
tainer couldn’t make a tube to the specifications, so you changed the 
specifications in order that they could meet it? 

You met them halfway ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We changed our specifications based on some con- 
siderable testing and the results of the tests made at NOTS. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. So the result is that, starting out with 714-percent 
absorption for moisture, you have raised it now to 65 percent? 

‘Mr. Lez Morean. No, sir; we continue to confuse the items we are 
discussing. } 

The moisture absorption is 15 to 18 basic specification requirement, 
immediately raised to 25, thence to 50. 

Mr. Ho.trretp. And now it is 65? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We don’t consider that we have waived the 50 
percent. We consider that in testing it immediately after removal 
from the oven we have extrapolated the curve, so to speak. It is reall 
equivalent to 50 percent if the reading is taken at the contractor's 
plant within 48 hours. 

In the past, we were shipping the tubes east, which took time, and 
testing them on the east coast. 

In that time, the moisture content was reduced to the allowable 
maximum. 

Mr. Hottrretp. Then, help to clear my mind on this: 

First, you testified that there was a 714 percent required. 

What was that 714 percent ? 

Mr. Ler Morcan. That is the acetone extraction. 

Mr. Houtrterp. That is the acetone. 

And you raised that to 30 percent ? 

Mr. Lee Moraan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. Is that right? 

Mr. Ler Morean. That is correct, for 24 launchers only. 

a Ropack. You said you were applying those to all subsequent 
tubes. 

Mr. Lee Morean. The 30 percent applied to the 24. 

The 30-percent acetone extraction applied to the 24 launchers only. 
For the balance of the contract, it is 15 percent. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. All right. 

Now, were there any more specifications waived ? 

Mr. Ler Morcan. That completed the waivers on tubes. 

Mr. Rosack. By the way, on that tube, what was the dimensional 
problem? You had deviations on two dimensions. 

Have those continued without becoming formal waivers? 

Mr. Ler Morean. No. The dimensional problem with the tube was 
a question of inspection criteria. 

The first tubes delivered for the 150 preproduction samples did not 
meet the basic draining requirements in some minor matters. 

Mr. Rozack. And certain subsequent batches were in the same 

osition ? 


Mr. Lee Morean. No, sir; we have required the basic dimensions 
for subsequent launchers. 
Mr. Ronack. You testified before, and you probably will recall, that 


you issued dimensional waivers on some batches of tubes beyond the 
150 preproduction samples. 


| 
' 
| 
i 
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Mr. Lee Morcan. Not dimensionally. At least, I have a statement 
in the letter to the inspector that no deviations beyond BuAer 
drawing 

Mr. Ropack (interposing). That was on the second batch of 
samples approved, probably, on the 8,000 plus. 

Mr. Lez Morean. No, sir. 

Mr. Ropack. What was the date of that letter? 

Mr. Lee Morgan. This is October 29, 1956. 

Mr. Rorack. So far as you are now testifying, your understanding 
is that dimensional tolerances were waived only on the preproduction 
samples batch 

Mr. Ler Morean (interposing). That is correct. 

Mr. Rozack (continuing). And none thereafter. 

Mr. Les Morean. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Rosack. That is the way it stands, so if there are any devia- 
tions from tolerances, that would be a matter of the naval inspector at 
the contractor’s plant or at the tube plant deciding to let the tubes go 
through; is that right? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We made the statement in this letter that says no 
deviations are authorized for the production run beyond the first 150 
preproduction samples. 

Mr. Rosack. That is a final statement. 

Would you subsequently check and verify that for us? 

Mr. Lee Morgan. Yes; I will. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Were you requested at any time to waive the 
dimensional specifications ? 

Mr. Ler Moraan. I can only recall the initial request for the 150. 

Those were assembled by a selective method, and some of the tubes 
couldn’t be used. 

But to obtain evaluation of these launchers as soon as possible, the 
contractor assembled the launchers by selective methods. It meant 
he couldn’t use all the tubes that were given tohim. It did not impair 
launcher performance one iota. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. What was the date of the request by the con- 
tractor to substitute the 24 Be Ge tubes for lot 76? Approximately. 

Mr. Ler Morean. Approximately August of 1957. ' 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Have any launchers been delivered since that 
time, made with Cleveland Container tubes ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. Yes; lot—the changeover—let’s see. I would 
have to check those dates for you. I can’t without searching through 
my files, which would take time, give it to you right now. 

Mr. Rornack. We don’t want to overwhelm you, but would you look 
at page 582 of the hearing record volume? 

There is a message from BuAer March 11, 1957, which apparently 
waives tolerances on the second batch of tubes. 

I interpret that message to mean that you waived the tolerances on 
the second batch of Cleveland Container tubes after the 150 samples. 

If that isn’t the correct interpretation, what does it mean? 

Mr. Lee Morean. This is March 1957? 

Mr. Rosack. Yes. 








Mr. Lee Morean. Well, my memory on that is not too fresh. It 
appears we have, at the option of the contractor, based on perform- 
ance allowed him to deviate. But it would be at his risk. 
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Mr. Rosack. We understand it is at his risk. He always has to 
bear some kind of risk in producing to performance specifications. 


But the only point I was dwelling on was you testified that the only , 


tolerance deviations allowed were for 150 preproduction samples. 

That apparently is not the case. I don’t want to belabor the point; 
I just want to get the story straight. 

Mr. Lee Morcan. There appeared to be a question of 8,700 tubes of 
Cleveland Container, and I don’t recall the situation. 

Mr. Rosack. That was the second batch of tubes, for your informa- 
tion, and to refresh your memory. That was the second shipment. 

Mr. Lee Morgan. I see we do say “all subsequent tubes must meet 
drawing requirements.” 

I had forgotten that. 

Mr. Eart Morean. What was the result of the testing of these 24 
tubes in late August of 1957? 

Mr. Lee Morean. We accepted the launchers with these tubes in 
them. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. And it took you until when before you started 
receiving production quantities with those tubes ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. I believe, January of 1958, commencing with lot 
76. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Well, lot 76 wasn’t delivered until January 
1958 ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. I believe that is—do you have the schedule, Lyle, 
of delivery ? 

Mr. Bercrer. January 29. 

Mr. Ler Morcaan. Yes, the end of January. 

Mr. Eart Morean. You stated earlier that subsequent to that date, 
additional lots were received, made with Cleveland Container tubes. 

Is that correct ? 


Mr. Lee Morean. All lots subsequent to 76 are with the Be-Ge 
Globe tube. 


Prior to that, the Cleveland tube. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Then your earlier statement was incorrect: 
that after lot 75, you did receive some additional lots with Cleveland 
Container tubes ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. That would be incorrect, yes, if I said that. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. You referred to additional special testing being 
performed by Naval Ordnance Test Station. 

To what were you referring? Were you referring to the tube 
testing program that has been going on out there for several years? 

Mr. Lee Morean. Yes. 

Mr. Ronackx. What funds are these tubes being tested from? Are 
they NOTS funds? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. No, the Be Ge Co., I believe, supplied funds 
for testing of tubes that they submitted for evaluation. 

Mr. Rosack. Did they supply the funds for the testing—for the 
firing-range time and for the rockets ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. No. I believe I sent you a communication on 


exactly that subject. I would like to addess myself to that. I don’t 
remember those details. 


Mr. Rorack. Let me state the problem clearly. 


23943—58—pt. 2——-3 
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The communication received by the committee concerned the learn- 
ing samples. They were samples submitted by the contractor before 
the 150 preproduction samples. 

Do you recall that ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. Yes. 

Mr. Rozacx. The Government tested that at Government expense 
as far as range time and rockets were concerned. 

Right ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Yes. 

Mr. Rozack. That is the communication that was received. 

The question is, who paid for the testing of Globe and other tubes? 

Mr. Lez Morean. I thought we had given you an additional state- 
ment covering that. 

Mr. Rosack. You have not done that, as far as I know. 

Mr. Lez Morean. You have no record of that ? 

Mr. Evans, I believe, can give us information on that. 

Mr. Evans. Some of the tests were paid for by special deposit by 
the Be Ge Co. to the commanding officer, Naval Ordnance Test 
Station. 

However, in the tests Mr. Morgan is referring to, and our research 
on the effect of the additional water absorption on tubes, they were 
done in our laboratory on rocket launcher development funds. 

Mr. Ronacx. What did Be Ge pay for in the tube-testing program ? 
They paid for the tubes? 

Mr. Evans. They paid for range time for single firing some of their 
tubes, and also some of their launchers that they made, using their 
tubes. 

Mr. Ropack. And you supplemented their program by expending 
some of NOTS funds for additional testing and development work. 

Is that right? 

Mr. Evans. Are you directing that question to me or to Mr. Mor- 
gan? 

Mr. Rorack. Yes, to you, Mr, Evans. 

Mr. Evans. We didn’t supplement them. We wanted to find out 
for our own satisfaction before granting a waiver what effect addi- 
tional moisture absorption would have on the tube. 

Mr. Rosack. So, in effect, you were testing, when you come right 
down to it, you were testing additional samples, because a new tube 
meant a new launcher as far as this particular problem is concerned. 
You were testing additional learning samples. 

In effect, isn’t that what you did? 

Mr. Ler Morcan. Well, certainly we had a program underway to 
investigate the tube problems still further. 

Mr. Ropack. You see, this is the kind of program that should have 
been underway before you let the advertised contract. Since you let 
the contract, and the supplier couldn’t get the tubes, you helped him 
find a new source of tubes. 

Now, there is the question of whether the Government is permitted 
to spend funds in that manner. 

Mr. Lee Morean. The Cleveland tube met the requirements of the 
specification. 

Mr. Rosack. After you made certain waivers. 

So did Be Ge after you made certain waivers. 
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Any tube will meet specifications if you make certain waivers, and, 
as a matter of fact, Cleveland Container made a tube which they said, 
if somebody wanted to pay $2 or $3 for it, could be had, but the con- 
tractor wasn’t going to pay $2 or $3. 

So, he looked for a cheaper source, as you testified yourself. 

You helped him find a cheaper source. You helped him keep his 
head above water on the Government contract. 

The legal question is, Are you permitted to spend Government funds 
on an advertised contract to do that ? 

You don’t need to answer that question; I merely raise it. 

Mr. Lee Morean. I can’t answer that question. 

We let certain contracts, working toward the development—— 

Mr. Horirrevp. This was a production contract ; it wasn’t a develop. 
ment contract. 

There had already been a tube that had been developed, and a 
launcher that had been developed, and had been accepted on a produc- 
tion basis, which was satisfactory, and so the contract, when it was 
let, was let on a competitive bid basis, and the production contract 
is not a research and development contract. 

Mr. Lee Morean. And we had a tube available which met the re 
quirements of the specification. 

The contractor could have continued to employ a tube that met the 
specification. It cost him more than he wanted to pay, so he went, 
into a program of trying to secure a tube at a cheaper source. We 
didn’t want to bankrupt him. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. Wait a minute, now. 

Now we find you using a new excuse for changing your specifica 
tions, because you didn’t want to “bankrupt” a contractor who had 
bid on a competitive bid and had received a contract on the basis of 
the specifications offered in the invitation to bid. 

So now you find that the specifications are a little bit too stiff for 
him, and you proceed to allocate moneys for research and develop- 
ment and, on the completion of that, why, you waived the original 
specifications, which put the contractor, the successful contractor, in 
the position of now being able to complete a contract with liberalized 
specifications. 

But, in effect, it discriminates against those who bid on the stiffer 
recommendations prior to that. 

Mr. Lee Morean. We have asked him for a proposal on reduction 
of prices in the contract for waiving the specifications. 

Mr. Houtrievp. Yes, but over 2 years have passed by, and, according 
to the admiral’s statement— 

Both the delivery schedules and the engineering changes, with their possible 
impact on the contractor’s cost and price, has been the subject of recent meet 
ings between the Navy and representatives of the Be-Ge Corp. While the 
meetings have been productive, no price or delivery changes have been 
authorized. 

Now, this brings to a head the question I was proposing to ask. 
The admiral says that the meetings have been productive. I don’t 
know how productive they have been. 

What do you mean by that, Admiral, that the “meetings have been 
productive but no price or delivery changes have been authorized ?” 

Admiral Hines. There have been quite a large number of changes, 
Mr. Chairman, as has been brought out earlier. 
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By “productive,” I mean I think we have resolved many of the 
questions involved in those changes, as to effect on price incident to 
those changes. 

We have not resolved them all, and, as of this moment, there has 
been no amendment to the contract to change either the schedule or 
the price. 

Mr. Hotirterp. That is possibly true, but, now, I ask you what 
series of changes has the contractor asked in regard to raising his 
price from the $90.51 award price? 

Do you have a record of requests from the contractor for price 
raises ¢ 

Admiral Hines. I think Lieutenant Commander Spargo, the con- 
tracting officer, could best answer that. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Well, all right. 

Admiral Hines. Mr. Chairman, before that, could I try to clarify 
our general thinking in this area of changes in these specifications ? 

Mr. Hottrrevp. Yes. 

Admiral Hrvzs. As I see it, during the development program, a 
good many different kinds of tubes were tried. 

One of the kinds of tubes, in fact, the most satisfactory one, we, 
let’s say, were able to procure in the development program on this 
launcher was this Cleveland tube. That is why we mentioned it in 
the specifications. This is one fellow that can make a tube that in 
our experience works. 

Now, in trying to spell out the qualities of that tube in detail, I 
think we made, frankly, an error. We said, for example, that the 
compressive strength should be 7,700 pounds per square inch, or some- 
thing of that sort. It developed that this figure was attainable with 
the small diameter tube, but not for the kind we were talking about. 

Now, we certainly recognized in the beginning that there were 
certainly other tubes which could possibly meet this requirement. 
That is why we put in the statement that this is not intended to be 
restrictive, that there are all kinds of tubes and all sorts of processes 
that might be used, and I think the contractor made quite an effort, 
and we contributed in some measure, in his finding a new tube. This 
is a continuing program, that the laboratories at Inyokern tried to 
develop better pieces of equipment of this sort. 

_ I hope that that clarifies in some measure the business of specify- 
ing 

Mr. Hottrterp. It clarifies your procedure, and I’m all for develop- 
ment and research, and I frequently vote large sums of money. In 
fact, I’m going on the floor this afternoon to plead for about $39 
million in research and development. 

Admiral Hives. I wish you success. 

Mr. Ho.trtevp. But the pertinency of my remarks was to the effect 
that using research and development moneys in a production contract 
which has been awarded on a competitive bid—going, in other words, 
to bail out a contractor on research and development funds—from the 
standpoint of the Government obtaining its product, this may be neces- 
sary, and certainly the contractor would be very happy to receive this 
largesse, but it still does not provide an answer concerning original 
position in which you put the other bidders who bid on a competitive 
basis and who are willing to meet the specifications without any com- 
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mitment on the part of the Government for additional research and 
development. 

Admiral Hives. I think there is another important point, sir, and 
that is—I believe it has been brought out earlier—that the capacity of 
the Cleveland concern in manufacturing these tubes was only about 
50,000 a month, or something of that sort. Frankly, this is of some 
concern to us. The only source we know of that makes these tubes 
is not adequate to meet the higher requirements. So that Inyokern 
has been concerned with dev lenin other sources, possible mobili- 

zation of other resources for these tubes. So I don’t think it is fair 
to say we went in and tried to bail this fellow out who was in trouble. 
I don’t think that we have done any more for him then we would 
have done for any other contractor. 

Mr. Hottrtevp. I’m not saying you did, but you knew the produc- 
tion of the Cleveland people when you let the contract. You should 
have known it, because they have furnished these tubes before. 

Admiral Hives. I’m not sure we knew his capacity at that time, 
sir. 

Mr. Rosack. Was it your responsibility to know? Admiral Mur- 
phy said that it was the business of the successful bidder to start 
worrying about that. But the successful bidder didn’t ascertain 
supply, so the Navy comes in later and helps to develop other sources. 
The question is. where does the Navy responsibility begin and where 
does it end? These contracts have complete intermingling and con- 
fusion of responsibilities. In the end, your negoti: tions m: Ly be pro- 
ductive, but they are prolonged, because you don’t know who is re- 
sponsible for what. 

Now, if you made a determination that the supplier was respon- 
sible—that the contractor was responsible—for getting these tubes, he 
should have gotten them. You have procedures to deal with con- 
tractors who don’t get them. 

Admiral Hrvers. I certainly concede that there are areas of judg- 
ment involved here. Our ultimate objective, of course, was to get a 
rocket launcher that worked and get it in inventory. I don’t think 
you would want us to let an adv ertised procurement and let the fellow 
flounder completely, without any offer of aid. 

Mr. Ronack. Admiral, I don’t want to go into corollary issues, but 
there was a contract on another item that this committee looked at, 
in which, after the preproduction sample could not be s satisfactorily 
produced within 4 weeks after contract date, the contractor’s head 
was chopped off and the extra costs of alternate procurement were as- 
sessed against him. He went bankrupt. 

Mr. Lee Morean. Is that the first production release you are 
speaking of ? 

Mr. Rosack. No. 

Mr. Ler Morean. This was a first-production release, and there is 
a lot to learn, as there is on every production release. 

Mr. Rosack. When you make a decision to advertise procurement, 
either it is fit for production or it is not. 

Mr. Ler Moraan. We felt that Cleveland Container with their 

capacity, could easily expand to provide their necessary number of 
tubes. We had informal statements to that effect. We don’t know 
how to get a positive commitment from the supplier. 
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Mr. Ropack. Be Ge kept you constantly advised from the very 
beginning that Cleveland Container could never supply you with 
the number of tubes required on this contract. You stated at the 
Jast hearing that you knew of no source, including Cleveland, that 
could supply enough tubes to meet the delivery schedule on this 
contract. 

Mr. Lez Morean. Before we released to production, we thought that 
Cleveland Container Co. could meet the requirements, and we thought 
raany others could. 

Mr. Rozacx. You were wrong. Itisassimpleasthat. Your judg- 
ment was wrong, and, in retrospect, it was quite wrong. 

Mr. Lez Morgan. I’m not so sure that if Be Ge had placed their 
entire order with Cleveland, whether Cleveland couldn’t have pro- 
pees the necessary number of tubes. They could have expanded their 
facility. 

Mr. Ropack. You mean that Be Ge was tardy in not putting in 
enough orders with Cleveland ? 

Mr. Ler Morgan. I don’t know. I’m just conjecturing that if 
Cleveland had expanded their facility, they could probably have sup- 
flied the quantity required. 

Mr. Rosacx. Why did you go into the development program? Why 
didn’t you insist that the contractor get the tubes? 

Mr. Lee Morean. We only said on the drawing Cleveland or equal. 
We can’t make the contractor go to Cleveland. 

Mr. Rosack. You couldn’t make him go there, but you apparently 
took the responsibility of helping him go elsewhere. 

Mr. Lee Morean. In the normal course of tube development—— 

Mr. Rosack. There is no normal course of tube development in this 
program, and you know that. What is the normal course of tube 
development in this program? It has been abnormal from the 
beginning. 

Mr. Lee Morean. We are still developing tubes, Mr. Roback. We 
have other tubes under development. We expect to know lots more 
things in the future. 

Mr. Ropacx. You were not only wrong in making a decision about 
tube supply, but the question arises whether you had a development 
contract that was adequate for production. Certain problems are 
expected, but possibly you aed. off the development on that pre- 
maturely. 

Mr. Lez Morean. We don’t think we did. 

Mr. Rozack. Of course, you want to defend your position. That 
is understandable. But how many engineering changes have been 
accepted formally by the Government on this contract? 

Mr. Lee Morean. A total of 156 have been prepared by the 
contractor. 

Mr. Rozack. How many have been formally accepted and reflected 
in modifications of the contract ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Sixteen were either not submitted or were re- 
jected, and we have made 140 a part of the contract. 

Mr. Ropack. You have insisted from the very beginning that these 
are minor discrepancies in the drawings, or other trivia which are to 
be expected in the normal course of things. Is that the case? 
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Mr. Lee Moraan. I would be happy to go into these changes in 
detail. I don’t insist that all of them are trivia. I don’t think I ever 
did. The majority of them are. 

Mr. Rozack. Naturally the majority of them are, but it doesn’t 

take many important ones to make the difference between whether 
the item can be produced or not. Some of them had to do with the 
detent; some of them had to do with the fairings; some of them had 
to do with bulkhead failures. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. All right, now, we have the testimony that 156 
changes have been asked for by the contractor, and 140 granted. 
Now, we'll get to Commander Spargo, and will you please give us 
the total price changes, the net result of the total price changes re- 
quested, whether it be finally in addition to, or a lessening of, the con- 
tract price. How much has been asked, and what is the net result ? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. Mr. Chairman, the results of our 
meeting showed a net change of $1.80 per launcher. 

Mr. Ropack. Upward or downward ? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. Upward. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. And that is approved? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. No, sir; I would like to further 
clarify that. 

These are the results of meetings which were held. They are ten- 
tatively approved. The contractor has not accepted these under the 
terms of the contract as yet. 

Mr. Eart Morgan. You have no other requests pending for further 
increases in the unit price ? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. From the contractor ? 

Mr. Eart Morean. From the contractor. 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. We do, sir. 

Mr. Eart Morgan. That is what the chairman is trying to find out, 
what the contractor has requested in the way of price changes. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Just a minute, I can’t understand your answer now 
to my question. I first started out by saying the contractor had 
asked for 156 ees and that the Navy has granted 140 of those 
changes. Then I asked you for the net change i in the contract price, 
whether it be upward or downward. You answer was that it was 
$1.80 upward, which would bring it to $92.32. 

You stated while this had not been granted, it had been tentatively 
approved by the Navy. Now, in response to Mr. Morgan’s question, 
I find that I do not have what I asked for. Will you please now 
restate your answer so that it will be more responsive to my question ? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. Well, I was trying to state, Mr. 
Chairman, the Navy’s position insofar as changes and as a result 
of these negotiations, what dollar amount we had agreed upon with 
the contractor. 

Mr. Howtrrevp. I understand. 

Lieutenant Commander Sprareo. Now, if you are asking his latest 
total request 

Mr. Horirieip. Yes, the request. I understand there have been 
some reductions on some points and some upward revisions. Now, 
if that be true, what has the contractor asked for in price changes, 
and what would the total result be if they were granted ? 
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Lieutenant Commander Sparco. In order to do that properly, Mr. 
Chairman, I think we’ll have to take each of the engineering changes 
and go through them to illustrate specifically what increases were 
requested or what decreases were considered. Is that the desire of the 
committee ? 

Mr. Houtrretp. Well, certainly it is not necessary to go through it 
at this time before the committee, but 

Lieutenant Commander Srarceo. I have a 

Mr. Ho.trrerp. Do you have a total so that you can give me a total 
answer to it, and these other detailed changes can be supplied for the 
record. 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. No, sir; I don’t think I can give 
you a total statement, because I gave to you what had been agreed 
upon. 

Now, there are additional areas where the contractor and the Navy 
have not reached agreement. 

Mr. Ropack. Commander Spargo, do these price changes go to 
items which were requested—were these changes requested before or 
after approval of the preproduction samples ? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. They are all-inclusive, sir. They 
are all changes to date. 

Mr. Ropacx. What was the meaning of the protective clause in the 
contract, and I call your attention to page 551 of the hearing, in which 
a reply was submitted by the Navy to-certain questions? It states 
that the purpose of this protective clause, that production should not 
start until samples had been approved, meant that in the event of 
changes or terminations prior to approval, the Government will not 
be liable for production or change costs with respect to any launchers 
in excess of the 150 preproduction samples. What does that mean? 
Does that mean what it says? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. It means, as I listen to you, sir, 
that the Government has a right to terminate the contract. 

Mr. Rozsack. Well, it says there that this clause was put in so that 
the Government is not liable for any change costs above 150 prepro- 
duction samples. This first article approval clause was a protective 
clause. It was emphasized by the witnesses from the Navy that this 
clause was to protect the Government. What is it protecting the 
Government from ? 

Admiral H1ngs. To me, it means that—let us say during the course 
of building the 150 preproduction samples he chose at his own risk to 
build several hundred more, thinking these were going to get through. 
Then a number of changes occur in that 150. We are not going to pay 
him for the changes he has to make. 

Mr. Rosack. Then I ask a question of Commander Spargo; how 
many of these changes originated in the testing of the 150 preproduc- 
tion samples—a number of them did ? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. That is right. 

Mr. Rosack. And, therefore, under your own statement here, you 
are not liable for any costs incurred by those changes? And, in fact, 
you should not be liable for any costs incurred by any changes, 
because you are supposed to have approved these articles before you 
let the fellow go ahead. 


Lieutenant Commander Sparco. I don’t follow the line of reason- 
ing. 
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Mr. Rosack. Look at this answer by the Navy and tell me what it 
means—the second paragraph on page 551—the sentence in paragraph 
(a) which reads: 


Production of the items to be furnished under the contract shall not com- 
mence— 


et cetera 





means that in the event of changes or termination prior to approval, the Govern- 
ment will not be liable for production or change costs with respect to any launch- 
ers in excess of 150 preproduction samples. 

Now, I just read plain English. It says if in the testing of these 
samples changes occur, the Government is not liable for the costs. 

Mr. Lee Moran. If there had been a serious error in the draw ing 
which could have involved substantial sums of money, the contractor 
could build 150 launchers with that error in there. If he had pro- 
ceeded with the balance of the order before we had given him the 
clearance to go ahead, and that substantial error—resulted in a sub- 
stantial cost against the contract, the Navy would not have been re- 
sponsible. The contractor could not commit 44,000 launchers or the 
equipment required to make 44,000 launchers with that error in them, 
because we would never have a proved it. So it did protect the 
Government. We actually ccutgbitell or processed and agreed upon 
128 changes by the time the contractor was authorized to proceed with 
the major, or the balance of the production order. We cleared up 
the discrepancies, the errors, the desirable changes, the improvements 
and what-have-you, almost immediately. There were 28 changes that 
we had to process, since we had given him the full go-ahead. 

Mr. Rosack. Now, he is coming in and asking for some price 
changes based upon those changes, is he not ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. He is. And we are discussing the effect of those 
changes, both in his favor and in the Navy’s favor. We have intro- 
duced changes ourselves which reduced the price of the contract. We 
have granted changes in production methods. Where we have waived 
Government’s rights, we have requested consideration. And that is 
what we are discussing now. 

Ninety-two of these one hundred and forty changes have no effect on 
the terms of the contract. 

Mr. Horirtetp. You mean they have no price changes? 

Mr. Lee Morean. They do not affect it in terms of a price change, 
no, sir. Twenty engineering change orders do have an effect on the 
contract price toward increasing it. 

Mr. Hortrrerp. And are those 20 changes which have been re- 
quested ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Changes which have been agreed to. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Increase i 
to the change, but not to the price differential; is that correct? 

Mr. Ler Morean. These we have agreed to. ‘ 

Mr. Eart Morean. Pricewise as well ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. Tentative agreement pricewise. 

Mr. Hortrrerp. And that is your $1.80? 

Mr. Ler Morcan. These are the increased items. Two we have 
which should reduce contract price, that we have agreed to. 

Mr. Ho.irreitp. So—— 
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Mr. Ler Morcan. Twenty-six items the contractor and the Govern- 
ment are not agreed upon. The value of the—tentative value, tenta- 
tive agreement—understand, this is nothing, no contractual agreement 
has been reached, but the tentative agreement so far on the increases. 
is $146,562.65. 

Mr. Hotrrretp. $146—— 

Mr. Lee Morean. $146,562.65. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. That is up. 

Mr. Ler Morcan. Upward. 

Mr. Howrrretp. On how many launchers? 

Mr. Lee Morean. The total contract. The items where there has 
been tentative agreement to reduce the contract price add up to $66,- 
644,30. A net increase of $79,918.35. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. How about the area still in dispute? 

Mr. Ho.trretp. The 26. Now, as I understand, there are still 26 
changes which you have not agreed about. 

Mr. Ler Morean. That is correct. 

Mr. Ho.irretp. What is involved in those changes, as far as the 
contractor is concerned—how much does he want? 

Mr. Lez Morean. Are we allowed to make that estimate? 

Admiral Hines. I do not think there is any harm in saying what he 
wants. I would not like to disclose our position. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. Without any obligation upon the Navy to grant it. 
We are exploring the contract, and asking the question does not imply 
that the committee suggests that you either accept or reject any of 
these changes at this time. 

Mr. Ler Morean. Nor are we compromising our negotiating posi- 
tion. 

Mr. Hottrretp. That is correct. Nor does the committee consider 
the Navy is compromising its position. We feel it would be wrong 
if they did compromise their position. 

Mr. Ler Moraan. He is asking for further increases in the amount 
of $258,743. I have rounded these figures off, because they are not in 
agreement. We are asking for a reduction of $183,867. The net in- 
crease involved in the dispute items is $74,876. Adding to that the 
tentative agreed to net increase of $79,918.35, it gives us a total pos- 
sible net increase of $154,794. 

Mr. Houirretp. How much was the original contract for ? 

Mr. Lez Morcan. The unit price was $90.15. 

Mr. Rorack. Mr. Chairman, could we have a little clarification of 
Admiral Hines’ statement that the June 1957 completion delivery date 
still holds? I understood in the second amendment of this contract 
the final delivery date was pushed over to August of 1957. 

Do you have any recollection on that ? 

Admiral Hryzs. I had an impression there was an amendment 
which pushed up the completion date as stated in the contract. But I 
have been assured no later than this morning that as far as the contract 
stands now, it still involves completion of delivery as of last June. 

Mr. Ropack. Well, what was the meaning of amendment No. 2? 
Was that rescinded ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. Revision No. 2? 

Mr. Ropack. Revision No. 2 in the contract. 

Mr. Ler Morcan. That, I believe, was amended because the time 
permitted the contractors to bid on the contract was extended by some 
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time, and we merely pushed all deliveries forward to compensate for 
the additional time granted. 


Is that correct? 

Mr. Rosack. Let us be accurate about this, Mr. Morgan. 

Mr. Ler Morcan. Iam attempting to. 

Mr. Rosack. We are not talking now about an extension of the bid 
opening date. Weare not talking : about that. 

Mr. lan Morean. Well, it is a result of the bid opening date, is 
what I was attempting to explain. Revision 2 does just that. Tn 
stead of August, we moved it ahbadi to October. 

Admiral Hines. Yes; but it also moved the completion up to 
August. 

Mr. Rosack. Doesn’t it say in revision No. 2: 

Delete August 1956 through June 1957 and insert October 1956 through August 
1957. 

Admiral Hivgs. That is right. 

Mr. Rosack. Do you want to revise your statement to reflect this 
change, or has this been rescinded ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. Revision 2 is still outstanding. 

Mr. Rosack. All right. If I can read English, then, you have 
pushed the delivery date to August 1957, so the June 1957 date is not 
extant at the moment. 

Admiral Hrvrs. I would like to correct my testimony on the basis 
of this. I think everything indicates this is in effect. 

Mr. Rosack. All right. Now, isn’t it a fact that this delivery date 
was extended not because you had any delay in your bid opening but, 
you had conflicting provisions in the contract? You had a provi- 
sion in the contract that said that preproduction samples shall be sub- 
mitted within 4 months after the date of the contract. That is one 

rovision. Another provision specified that the first deliveries should 

gin in October, or in August, I believe. So you have conflicting 
provisions. And this amendment was really put in there to reconcils 
those, was it not? 

Admiral Hines. I think so. 

Mr. Rosack. Let me ask you this: What was the date for submis 
sion of preproduction samples in the contract? You can read it out 
of the contract. 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco (reading) : 

Such samples shall be submitted within 4 months after the date of the con 
tract. 

Mr. Rosack. All right. When was the first delivery date specified 
in the contract: for production quantities ? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. The first delivery date for the 150 
was August of 1956. 

Mr. Rorsack. All right. When was the contract entered into? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. The contract is dated June 7 

Mr. Hortrretp. What year? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. 1956. 

Mr. Rosackx. Don’t you see a conflict in those two provisions? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rosacx. So, isn’t it permissible to construe that by extending 
the date you are try ing to adjust that conflict in the contract? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. I think that is correct, sir 
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Mr. Ropack. Now, has there been any further decision, any further 
petition on the part of the contractor, or any modification on the part 
of the Navy, for the final delivery dates on the contract? 

Mr. Ler Morean. The contractor has delivered a proposed new de- 
livery schedule. 

Mr. Rozack. Are you in a position to state the final termination 
date on that ? 

Mr. Lez Morean. Yes. 

Mr. Rozsack. What is that? 

Mr. Lee Morean. I can quote him. January 1959. 

Mr. Ropacx. So that your statement, Admiral Hines, about the 
expected completion of deliveries was tuned to the proposal of the 
contractor. 

Now, is that a matter now of negotiation as to whether you accept 
that or not? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Rosack. Why do you have to accept it? I mean why do you 
have to make a decision about it? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. We would like to find out if the 
contractor can adhere to that through actual production increased 
experience. 

Ir. Ropack. But that also will have the effect, will it not, of waiv- 
ing any privilege that the Government might have to default the 
contract? If you extend the delivery date, you can’t argue with him. 

Admiral Hines. I think that is a legal question, but I believe it 
is a fair inference, that this would be the case—that we would waive 
any right certainly of 

Mr. Rogpack. So you would prefer to waive your legal privilege 
and at least have some kind of a date that you can now hold him 
against. Is that the idea? 

Admiral Hines. Offhand I would say so. And I believe we recover 
our privilege of default on the new schedule, if he could not meet 
that. 

Mr. Howirrevp. You testified 13,391 launchers have been delivered 
up to July 11. How many remain to be delivered ? 

Admiral Hines. 30,872, by my arithmetic, sir. 

Mr. Hotrrretp. Now, that remains of the revised contract, for the 
total amount yet to be delivered? 

Admiral Hines. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.trtetp. So from June 1956, when they signed the contract 
to July 11, 1958, a period of 2 years, they have delivered 13,391 
launchers. They now request 6 months additional from the present 
date—they request January of 1959 for the delivery of the remaining 
30,872 launchers. That is a period from July 11, assuming the end of 
January, of about 64% months. 

Now, what is their monthly production rate at this time? 

Admiral Htnes. Mr. Morgan, can you answer that? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. Well, they are on 2 weeks’ vacation at the mo- 
ment. I can only give you 

Mr. Hoxtrrerp. They are on 2 weeks’ vacation ? 

Mr. Ropacx. You mean a shutdown? 

Mr. Lez Morean. Yes, sir. In June they delivered 786. July—a 
forecast is 844 for July. 
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Mr. Rosack. Those forecasts are relatively useless in the light of 
the chronology of this thing, Mr. Morgan. 

Mr. Hottrtecp. Well, let us take the May delivery. What did you 
get in May? 

Mr. Lee Morean. 533. 

Mr. Houtrrecp. And what did you get in the previous month? 

Mr. Lee Morean. 267. 

Mr. Ho.trterp. And in the month before that? 

Mr. Lee Morean. I am sorry. That is the wrong year. 

Mr. Ho trrevp. Well, let us take 1958 and start in with January. 

Mr. Lee Morgan. Yes, sir. In January, 864; February, 1,045; 
1,155; 1,425; 1,418; 2,710; June; 2,490, July. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. What is the forecast for July? 

Mr. Lee Moraan. 2,490. 

Mr. Rosack. In other words, they will have to double their pro- 
duction rate, at least. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. They will have to average 5,000 a month if—for 
the rest of the period on up to January of 1959. They will have to 
average 5,000 a month, or double their production in order to make 
delivery. 

Mr. Lee Morean. That is his forecast. 

Mr. Rosack. Do you have any information whether the tubes are 
available ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Only his statement. 

Mr. Rosack. And he says that he expects that Globe will come up 
with the paper. 

Mr. Ler Morcan. Globe-Be-Ge. He is participating in the produc- 
tion of the new tube. 

Mr. Rosack. Is Be Ge producing its own tubes ? 

Mr. Lee Moraan. They are performing the curing processes. 

Mr. Rosack. Kind of a joint proposition ? 

Mr. Lee Moraan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rosacx. In the meantime, the Navy is faced with the problem 
of not getting these launchers over a protracted period—this procure- 
ment started in February 1956—and the tactical requirements in- 
evitably are going to change. Now, as you said, they are changing. 
They have changed. You do not really have that urgency that you 
had before; is that correct? 

Admiral Hines. That is correct. 

Mr. Ropack. Is the urgency a result of the failure of the contractor 
to deliver on time, or is it because of other conditions ? 

Admiral Hines. I think it is fair to say that there are several 
factors. One of them is the fewer number of airplanes operating 
than we anticipated. And perhaps a little bit lower tempo generally 
than these requirements are based on. 

Mr. Ropack. Do these launchers all fire the 2.75 folding fin rocket, 
as it is called, the Mighty Mouse? Is that the rocket that it fires? 

Mr. Ler Morean. That is correct. 

Mr. Rosack. Are these rockets used for any other purpose than 
these launchers? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ropack. What are they used for? 

Mr. Ler Morean. They are used in other naval aircraft. 

Mr. Rosack. But they are used for rocket launchers. 
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Mr. Lez Morcan. They are used in other launchers, and they are 
used in other aircraft, with different type of launchers. 

ry Rosack. In what types of aircraft are the Aero 7D launchers 
used ¢ 

Mr. Lez Morean. Fighter and attack aircraft. 

Mr. Rosacx. What specifically? Do you know what models of 
aircraft ? 

Mr. Lez Morean. The F4D, the F3H, the F9F, the A4D, the AD. 

Mr. Ropacn. Are there any Navy aircraft of the types that use 
rocket launchers that cannot use the 19-rounder ? 

Mr. Lez Morean. Yes. 

Mr. Rosack. Which ones are those? 

Mr. Lee Morean. The F4H, the F8U3. 

Mr. Ropackx. Why can’t they use them—because the suspension sys- 
tems are not geared to that ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. They are a higher performance aircraft, de- 
signed to use missiles. 

Mr. Rosacx. So that if you loaded them with Aero 7D’s and you 
zoomed off, maybe 

Mr. Ler Morean. They are not designed to carry them by intent, not 
any inadvertence. 

Mr. Rosack. There is no invidious comment here. We are exploring 
the issue. 

Mr. Ler Morean. The issue is there is no issue. They are not 
designed to carry external rocket packages of this type. There are 
no provisions on this aircraft to permit the carrying of this launcher. 

Mr. Rosackx. When the Air Force decided to produce its version 
of this rocket launcher, it decided that the Navy launcher had to be 
improved in certain respects. One of those was the fact that on high 
speed, high-performance Air Force aircraft, with these Aero 7D’s, 
the nose fairings would crush in flight, and there were certain other 
troubles. Now, it was testified here at the last hearing that there is 
complete service compatibility. But, the question I ask is: Can 
the Navy, on its high-speed aircraft, or the Air Force on its 100 
series aircraft, use the Aero 7D? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Yes, I believe they can. 

Mr. Rosack. Well, you are contradicting yourself. 

Mr. Lee Morgan. I have not contradicted myself. I said I believe 
they can. 

Mr. Rosack. You just testified that there are certain Navy air- 
craft that cannot use the Aero 7D because they are too high speed. 

Mr. Lee Morean. No, I did not. 

Mr. Ronack. Well, then, restate it so we can understand it. 

Mr. Lee Morean. The aircraft that I mentioned as not being able 
to carry the Aero 7D cannot carry them because they are not equipped 
to carry any externally carried stores, either launchers, packages, 
bombs, et cetera. 

Mr. Ropack. Are there any Navy aircraft that cannot carry the 
Aero 7D because they fly too fast ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. Negative. . 

Mr. Rosackx. What about the Air Force? Can the Air Force load 
the Aero 7D? 

Mr. Ler Morean, As far as I know, yes. 
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Mr. Rosack. Well, has the Navy adjusted the specifications to con- 
form with the Air Force revisions so that the nose fairings won’t 
crush ? 

Let me restate that so you will know exactly what we are talking 
about. When the first models of the Aero 7D built by the developing 
company, Century Engineers, were tested by the Air Force, they 
found they had to revise the specification for the nose fairings because 
at high speeds they crushed in flight. Now, did the Navy, in turn, 
revise its specifications so the Aero 7D’s can be used by the Air Force, 
if as it currently appears they are not getting any of their own? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We did make a change in the proportion of wood 
pulp and paper pulp to be used in the fairings. And I believe our 
investigation indicated that the reason for apparent failure on Air 
Force aircraft was in the adequacy of the glue, application of the 
glue which holds the two sections of the fairing together. It was not 
a crushing problem but an inadequate manufacturing procedure by 
the supplier. And that is the best information we have been able 
to develop. 

Mr. Rosack. I don’t want to get into a technical argument between 
your testing agency and the Air Force. They said the nose fairings 
crushed in flight. The only question I have is, and if you can’t answer 
it so state, can the Aero 7D’s be flown on the century series Air Force 
aircraft ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. I believe they can. 

Mr. Rorack. You believe they can, but you don’t know. You are 
not producing launchers for Air Force aircraft. 

Mr. Lee Morcan. I am meeting a Navy requirement. 

Mr. Rorack. I am trying to find out what is the meaning of the 
statement that the Navy made here last time that there is complete 
service compatibility. That only went to the suspension system, didn’t 
it, not to the quality of the launchers ? 

Mr. Lee Morecan. So far as I am concerned, I believe our launcher 
as produced today will fly on the Air Force aircraft and perform 
satisfactorily. 

Mr. Rorack. The Air Force strengthened the sway bracing area. 
Did you strengthen the sway bracing area? 

Mr. Ler Morcan. The Air Force, as I understand it, had a non- 
standard bomb rack that they wished to install this package on. On 
that same bomb rack was carried a gas tank, a very long affair that 
required extra heavy sway brace capability. And because they 
wanted to use this launcher on that special nonstandard bomb rack, 
they widened the hanger beam which provides the support for the 
sway braces to permit carriage on that particular bomb rack. We did 
not incorporate that in these launchers under contract. I believe, 
however, we have modified the drawings for future procurement so 
that any further launchers we manufacture will fit this particular 
installation. 

Mr. Rozack. In other words, the goal of interservice compatibility 
is still somewhat to be achieved. 

Mr. Ler Morean. For special installations, yes. 

Mr. Houirrerp. Is the Navy currently developing additional 
launchers for the 2.75-inch rocket ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. No. 
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Mr. Hourtrretp. You have no development contract on that? 

Mr. Luz Morean. No. 

Mr. Rozack. What about the 38 rounder? Do you have a 38- 
rounder development ? 

Mr. Ler Morgan. No. 

Mr. Rogacx. Does your present Aero 7—D provide for single pulse 
firing? 

Mr. Ler Morean. No. 

Mr. Rozacx. Do you have a half firing capability on these rockets? 

Mr. Ler Morean. No. 

Mr. Rosack. Well, what is the single-pulse firing—when you shoot 
all the rockets out at one time? That is the kind of specification you 
have? 

Mr. Ler Morcan. That is called a ripple fire. 

Mr. Rosack. You have a ripple fire specification ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. The launcher fires all rockets with one firing 
pulse. 

Mr. Rozack. Has that ever been changed ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. No. 

Mr. Horirretp. Does the Navy consider the contractor to be delin- 
quent, Admiral ? 

Admiral Hines. He is delinquent on the face of it, sir. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Has he been so advised ? 

Admiral Hines. I would have to ask the contracting officer. 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. He has been so advised by me dur- 
ing the negotiations. 

Mr. Eart Morgan. Under what dates? 

Lieutenant Commander Spareo. I don’t recall the specific date. It 
was during the June 9 starting negotiations. 

Mr. Eart Morean. On June 19, 1957, the inspector of naval ma- 
terial, San Francisco, submitted a letter to the Be Ge Manufacturing 
Co. which is contained on page 597 of our previous hearings. In this 
letter he notified the contractor that delivery of the item under con- 
tract has not been received in accordance with the contract delivery 
schedule. And then he requested the contractor to notify the contract- 
ing officer via the inspector in writing not later than May 29, 1957— 
(1). the reason for such failure to deliver, including any excusable delay which 
may have been encountered by you within the meaning of the contracts default 
or excusable delay clauses and the nature and extent thereof, and, (2), antici- 
pated date when delivery will be made. 

What was the next course of action taken by the Navy on this mat- 
ter ¢ 

Lieutenant Commander Spargo. I don’t know, without checking the 
files. I would have to find out if he replied, and our subsequent 
action. 

Would you like me to do that, sir? 

Mr. Eart Morean. Subsequent to that date, have you ever recorded 
him as being delinquent and notified him of any possible default ac- 
tion to be taken by the Navy? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparego. As I said, during the course of our 
negotiation, I advised him of the delinquency and the possible default 
action, as a startoff of these negotiations. This was verbal. There 
was no interchange. It was part of—I considered it part of the nego- 
tiations. 
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Mr. Eart Morcan. Have you ever taken action to consult with 
counsel in the Bureau of Aeronautics to determine whether or not you 
would have default action against the contractor ? 

Lieutenant Commander Sparco. I have not specifically, no, sir. 
Whether it was done within the Bureau of Aeronautics, I would have 
to depend on their representatives. 

Mr. Rozackx. Mr. Morgan, you told us you agreed to submit the 
record on rejects and retesting. Now, are you following the specifica- 
tions for the testing or have you waived any testing under the specifi- 
cations? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. No, we are following the specifications. I was in 
process of describing some waivers that 

Mr. Rosack. Well, we were talking about specification waivers, 
but at this point we are asking whether those specification waivers 
extend to the testing procedures. 

Mr. Lee Morean. Well, yes, if the tests of the tube which we oc- 
casionally run from various lots show that 

Mr. Rornack. You were talking about specific notations, dimensions, 
certain specific functional requirements that had been waived. Now I 
am asking whether any of the testing procedures had been waived. 
For example, did you waive some environmental testing because there 
was an urgent fleet requirement? ‘There is some indication in the 
record somewhere that you waived some tests. Now, which tests 
were waived ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. I don’t recall waiving any tests. 

Mr. Ropack. Well, maybe you don’t. But what we are interested 
in finding out is whether any tests were waived, not whether you recall 
whether they were waived or not. As I had to tell Mr. Hauck last 
time, we can’t conduct our investigations on the basis of the state of 
your knowledge on the subject if you can’t recall. 

Mr. Lee Morcan. Well, the only substitute is to search the record 
and see if there is any evidence of waiver. I don’t recall any waivers. 

Mr. Ho.irrevp. Will you please furnish the committee any informa- 
tion you have on the waiver of test requirements ? 

Mr. Ropack. You don’t recall offhand that any tests have been 
waived on anything? 

Mr. Ler Morean. No, I do not. If you have a particular item of 
the environmental testing you want to refer me to, we can check the 
records. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Mr. Chairman, we have notice of developments 
on the Air Force contract for the LAU/3A which is a comparable 
launcher. Under date of April 4, 1958, the commander of the Air 
Force installation at Eglin, which is the test center that is currently 


testing the Air Force launcher, advised the commander of the Air 
Materiel Command: 








Cumulative marginal performance plus the recent bulkhead failure have made 


overall performance of the LAU-8A launcher unsatisfactory in its present con- 
figuration. 


The contractor was subsequently advised that his preproduction 
samples had not met the test, and that the Air Force did not consider 
the preproduction sample acceptable. 


28943—58—pt. 2 





5 








| 
| 
} 
| 
| 


' 
| 
Ht; 


on 





710 AIR FORCE AND NAVY ROCKET-LAUNCHER PROGRAM 


In reply, the contractor advised the Air Force—one other thing 
in that letter of April 4. Eglin advised the Air Materiel C ommand 
that tube failures mentioned in this correspondence— 


have all occurred with tubes manufactured by the Cleveland Container Co. 
These tubes are supposedly identical with those furnished by the same firm to 
the United States Navy in fabrication of the Aero 7D launcher. 


In reply, the contractor stated to the Air Force, and, I quote 
is under date of April 16, 1958: 


Tubes used in the preproduction samples were purchased from the Cleveland 
Container Co. and were part of a production lot which were made for the 
Be Ge Manufacturing Co. under specification, for use on the Navy contract 
of the Aero 7D launcher. These tubes were checked by our own inspection 
to make sure they were in compliance with the specifications under our con- 
tract. They were so certified by Cleveland Container and in accordance with 
test requirements these tubes were found to meet the specifications by an inde- 
pendent laboratory. 


this 





Later on the contractor states: 


The fact that this specification tube did not meet the other requirements 
ealled out in the specification is not our responsibility for we had no other 
choice than to use this specification tube. 


Again, he says: 


We wish to call out that this is the same tube which has been used in building 
the Aero-7D launcher for the Navy and which has been accepted and is cur- 
rently being used by Be Ge Manufacturing in producing this launcher. Records 
will show Sere ney 10,000 launchers have been produced by Be Ge and 
accepted by the Navy with the same tube which we have used in the prepro- 
duction samples which have been disapproved because of tube failure. 


Further, he says: 


The tube failure as you have outlined, together with the experience of having 
the bulkhead blow is not a new experience. Our close coordination with the 
production and testing of this launcher as being produced for the Navy, and 
its coordination through the Air Proving Ground Center has revealed that 
these conditions have existed since the beginning of production of the launchers 
for the Navy. There are records which show the failures of several bulkheads 
of the Navy launcher, as well as tube failures, as you have outlined in your 
exhibit A of March 8, however the launchers have been accepted and produc- 
tion continued. 


Further, he says: 

Approximately 6 months ago, discussions were had in meetings with per- 
sonnel of the Air Proving Ground Center as well as the Navy, regarding bulk- 
head failure and its prevention. Damage to the aircraft has been experienced 
with the Navy launcher; in some instances this damage was extensive. 

We, as your prime contractor, have been cognizant of marginal design fea- 
tures of this launcher and of the weaknesses of several of its components. It 
is a known fact that frequency of minor tube ruptures can be accumulated 
and grouped within the launcher so that major tube ruptures are caused. 


This has occurred in tests performed on the Navy launcher using the same 
tube as our preproduction sample. 


This raises the question, Admiral, as to whether or not we should 
have some concern over these launchers that have been accepted by 
the Navy, made with the same tube that the Air Force has found 
unsatisfactory 

Admiral Hines. Well, it certainly raises a question. But I am not 
familiar with this experience at Eglin at all. I would like to ask if 
any of our other people are familiar with that. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Before we go into that, can you answer the 
question as to whether or not any damage has been experienced using 
the Navy launcher—any aircraft damage has been experienced ? 
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Mr. Lez Morean. Not as a result of any bulkhead failures. The 
only damage that the Navy has experienced, and I believe it is this 

articular ‘Incident that the contractor mentioned in his letter, has 
eel on a particular aircraft installation at the Naval Air Test Center 
on the FJ-4B, in an aircraft demonstration of the FJ-4B. The FJ- 
4B happens to have its dive brakes located in such a position on the 
aircaft that when extended and rocket launchers installed on the 
inboard stations, the debris from the rocket principally causes punc- 
tures to the dive brakes. This is principally, as I say, damage caused 
by debris from the rocket. As you know, there are metal igniters 
on the aft end of the rockets. ‘There are metal blowout disks. ‘There 
is 4 feet of wire inside the rocket. And it was not entirely unexpected 
that this plane would suffer damage in that area. 

Other than that damage, I can recall no other difficulty that we have 
had with the launcher. It has performed in its flight tests of produc- 
tion lot samples perfectly, and we have had no damage from bulk- 
heads blowing. We have had bulkheads, three, I believe, come off 
in ground firing tests of samples at Shumaker. The Navy has re- 
jected the launchers represented by that lot, for this failure, and 
requested a further statistical sample to be selected by the contractor, 
or by the inspector, for further tests. 

The results of those tests were completely satisfactory. We ac- 
cepted the launchers. 

It is apparently a marginal thing and an isolated thing that will 
occur once in awhile, just as you will have various other components 
that once in awhile will show up as failures in test. 

Mr. Rowack. The fact that these failures show up once in awhile 
is not to be—you do not feel that that should afford a judgment as to 
the capacity or integrity of the producer, do you ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. No, I don’t. In statistical sampling you expect 
failure. 

Mr. Rogack. Are the statistical samples specified in the contract— 
I mean in the specifications ? 

Mr. Ler Morean. Yes, they are 

Mr. Ropack. Are you "followi ing the statistical sampling procedure 
in the specifications ¢ 

Mr. Ler Morean. Weare. MIL Standard 105. 

Mr. Rosack. What was the purpose of the discussions to decide 
what was the acceptable quality level of samples? There is some 
record of a meeting to discuss this thing. Since it is specified, why 
do you have to determine what it ought to be? 

Mr. Lee Morean. In the firing tests at Shumaker, it was to be 
anticipated that for one reason or another some samples would not 
fire all of their rockets. We wanted to determine on a statistical 
basis what level of competence we should expect in order to reject or 
accept the contractors product. And our quality control division, in 
the meeting that you are referring to, with the armament division 
representative, established criteria upon which to accept or reject 
launchers for failing to fire all of the rockets. 

Fortunately, we have not had to employ this criteria because I be- 
lieve all rockets have been fired suc cessfully. 

Mr. Ropack. Have all rockets fired in all samples been tested ? 

Mr. Ler Moreéan. I believe there are a couple of instances where 
1 or 2 rockets from a sample remained. 
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Mr. Ropack. Can you give us the frequency distribution of your 
rag 1 results with regard to the firing or not firing of rockets, and 
also the frequency distribution of the ruptures, of major tube rup- 
tures? 

Mr. Lez Morean. You, of course, have all the test reports in your 
possession. 

Mr. Ropack. I know. I asked you about waiver of testing, and you 
don’t recall anything. The test reports have something to say on 
that. They are couched in technical language. And they say that 
tests on paragraph this or that are waived. Now, what is the waiver 
about? You don’t know. Look at the test reports and tell us what 
waivers there are in the testing. Some of them have been consist- 
ently waived. Others have been waived for special purposes. Give us 
a clue to the kind of waiver on the testing. 

Mr. Lee Morean. I would be happy to. 

Mr. Ropack. Give us a hint. 

Mr. Lee Morean. I can. I have just had pointed out to me one test 
that we do not conduct. I would like to explain that now, if you 
would like me to. 

The tipover test. Paragraph 4515 of the specifications. It re- 
quires the loaded launcher to be tipped over, to land on a sharp corner 
of a piece of 4 by 4 lumber. This test is to simulate accidental mis- 
handling of the launcher. 

Mr. Rogpack. That is different from a rough handling test, it is? 

Mr. Ler Morean. It is part of the rough handling procedure. Now, 
in the laboratory, we conducted this test initially, and I think you 
can easily see that a piece of equipment weighing 450 pounds falling 
on the sharp corner of a 4 by 4 is going to put a dent in the side of 
it. At the laboratory, we employ dummy rockets. We have no pro- 
vision for using live ammunition on Long Island. 

These rockets would become bound, certain of them would be- 
come bound in the launcher due to the denting caused by the 4 by 4, 
and they were extracted with considerable difficulty. In fact, in one 
instance, I believe, we pulled the bulkhead off trying to get the rockets 
out in order to ship the launcher to Shumaker for the firing test. 

At Shumaker then they would be loaded up again, if possible, by 
stuffing live ammunition down these distorted tubes. It is obvious 
that we were inflicting a test on the launcher far in excess of anything 
that could possibly happen in the field. You never pull the rockets 
out and then reinstall them in the field. 

We knew, from previous testing, at the Naval Ordnance Test Sta- 
tion, that live ammunition had been subjected to this particular test 
many times, all rockets had fired out satisfactorily, with no damage to 
the launcher. On that basis, we eliminated the test. 

Mr. Rorack. What other tests can you identify as having been 
eliminated ? 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We introduced a moisture test that is in excess 
of the requirements of—it happens to be in excess of the requirements 
of the specification. But we did it for two reasons. It is a tough 
test, and it is a good indication, a quick indication, and an easy indi- 
cation of leakage. It involves paragraph 4513, pressure retention, in 
which we install special end pans, brush the entire surface of the 
launcher with a water soap solution 
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Mr. Rosack. I thought you had discontinued the moisture tests on 
these launchers because they were sealed up. Didn’t you tell us last 
time that you didn’t have any moisture test, that that was an Air 
Force specification ? 

Mr. Lee Morean. I don’t recall that. . 

At any rate, we are conducting moisture tests. I will describe the 
one we are now conducting, which is a very severe test. 

We actually take the loaded launcher and stick it in a bath, and 
completely submerge it, completely put under water. And they have 
to pass that test. And they do pass that test. This gives an imme- 
diate indication if you have any leakage to the laboratory test per- 
sonnel, so we accomplish a speedup in the test time, as well as assuring 
ourselves of a superior product. 

That test is used, called the waterproofness test per MIL-P116, 
which is a packaging specification test, and we perform that test in 
lieu of the pressure retention test, paragraph 4513—a most severe 
test. 

Mr. Rogacxk. Will you also advise us when you check the records 
what tests were waived because there was an urgency in delivery re- 
quirements, to either fleet or some facility ? 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Mr. Morgan? 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Mr. Evans, you have been an engineering co- 
ordinator, more or less, with the Air Force in this 19-round rocket 
launcher, have you not? 

Mr. Evans. Yes, on occasion. Not full time. 

Mr. Eart Morean. In April of this year you were in attendance at 
a meeting in Eglin to discuss some of the problems encountered by the 
Air Force contractor. And the contractor refers to this meeting in 
a letter of April 28. He points out: 


Six months ago the problem of bulkhead failure was discussed. The Navy 
has recommended a type of fix for the bulkhead to the retainer ring which was 
to be tried within a week or 10 days on launchers now at the proving ground. It 
was stated by Mr. Evans he would probably in about 2 weeks be giving to the 
Navy contractor of the Aero-7D engineering changes so as to permit this fix 
between the bulkhead and retainer ring on their production. After approxi- 
mately one and a half hours of discussion, it was agreed by all present the 
cause of disapproval of our preproduction sample was “major damage to the 
tube.” It was stated by Mr. Evans that the tube failure as shown on these 
tests was the same type of failures as experienced by the Navy. They also 
have experienced the bulkhead failure. It was pointed out to all present that 
the tubes which we use in the preproduction samples were produced by Cleve- 
land Container Co. and were taken from production lots made for the Navy 
coontractor and inspected by Navy inspection. It was pointed out there are 
approximately 200,000 of these tubes now in launchers which the Navy had 
accepted. 


What is your explanation, Mr. Evans, as to the different results 
on these two contracts which have used practically the same specifi- 
cations, the same testing procedure? Why is it that the Navy con- 
siders the Aero-7D acceptable, and has not rejected any, and yet the 
Air Force can’t even get the preproduction samples qualified ? 

Mr. Evans. Are you asking me to give my opinion of the Air 
Force de¢ision ? 

Mr. Eart Moraan. I am asking you for your opinion as to the 
differences in performance of these two launchers, using the same 
tube and the same specifications. 
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} Mr. Evans. I see no difference. The only difference is that the 
| Air Force has not tested and fired as many launchers as the Navy has. 
} Mr. Rozack. What has that got to do with the production? 

Mr. Evans. Well, as a matter of statistical analysis on a failure 

such as that, ‘where you are basing your acceptance on random sam- 

pling in accordance with standard 105 

Mr. Rosacx. The Air Force has no production to test random 

sampling. The Air Force is in the process of qualifying 260 prepro- 

; duction samples. That is not a random proposition. That is a 

; drudgery of going through them 1 by 1 

h Mr. Evans. They have fired 56 launchers according to their verbal 

i statements to me, 

Mr. Rosack. Are you giving us your technical judgment that the 
Air Force has not done enough testing to sustain the judgment that 
it has sustained ? 

Mr. Evans. I can only state—— 

Mr. Rosack. Is that your judgment? 

Mr. Ler Moraan. I don’t think it is fair to ask him to express such 
a judgment of the Air Force. He hasn’t been intimate enough with 
their methods of testing. You can’t overlook the fact there are two 
different suppliers involved here. It is a completely unfair question, 
I think, 

Mr. Rosack. We don’t want to ask any unfair questions. But 
at the same time we want to find out whether perhaps the Air Force 
is not adequately performing its responsibilities. We are entitled to 
the best engineering advice we can get in the Government. The possi- 
bilities are several. Either the Air Force is deficient, or the Navy is 
deficient, or the manufacturer is deficient, or all of them are. 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We have made available to the Air Force, on call, 
the services of Mr. Evans and our people, since we consider this a 
mutual program. However, he has not lived with this program. The 
Air Force personnel have people that actively pursue it and are re- 
sponsible for the testing, and an analysis of the results, and whether 
their particular supplier is meeting the requirements of their con- 
tract, Our contract 

Mr. Horirretp. We will have the Air Force before us tomorrow, 
and we will refer that question to them. I agree with your statement 
that we should not call upon Mr. Evans to render a judgment upon 
the evaluation of the Air Force in which he does not have the full 
facts. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Well, Mr. Evans, did you make the statement 
at that meeting that the tube failures, as shown on the Air Force 
tests, were the same type of failures as experienced by the Navy? 

Mr. Evans. According to their verbal description of them; yes. I 
showed them a representative sample of the Shumaker reports, in 
which there are a few minor tube ruptures and tube cracks. 

Mr. Ear Morcan. Well, did you verify whether or not these tubes 
did come from lots that were furnished to the Navy contractor? Were 
these tubes furnished to Chromcraft from the same lot furnished to 
Be Ge by Cleveland Container ? 

Mr. Evans. I can only say yes on the basis of that is what I was 
told. 
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Mr. Eart Morean. Well, have you done anything to check the lots 


containing those same tubes, or the tubes from that same Cleveland 
Container lot? 


Mr. Evans. No. 

Mr. Eart Morean. So the Navy apparently is not concerned about 
these Air Force failures. 

Mr. Lee Morcan. We feel that we have a completely adequate 
qualification program. 

Admiral Hives. I think it is only fair to say, Mr. Chairman, that 
this, after all, is a rather complex composite type structure involving 
the use of very light materials and quite different ones as to the physi- 
cal properties. And rather small differences in manufacturing tech- 
niques can make a very substantial difference in performance of the 
launcher as a whole. 

Mr. Rosack. You are trying to hang that difficulty of Be Ge on a 
difference in their production techniques. 

Admiral Hines. No, I am not trying to hang anything on anybody. 

Mr. Rozack. I mean that was an inference from your testimony, 
that these little corrections made better production situations. But, 
actually, there were some basic problems in the specifications. This 
thing is still a developmental item. 

Admiral Hines. I am only trying to draw a distinction between 
somebody who has produced a fairly large number of these things, 
and had a large number of them subjec ted to test, and somebody who 
is just getting into construction of this thing. 

Mr. Ropack. Do you feel that on the basis of the Air Force and the 
Navy experience to date, in the rocket launcher production field, that 
the way you instituted this procurement is a wise procedure ¢ 

Mr. Ler Morean. I think that the record 

Mr. Ropack. I asked the admiral that. You can supplement it. 

Mr. Ler Morean. Lam sorry. 

Admiral Hrxrs. I think that you can always, by hindsight, specu- 
late on a procedure, a different procedure which might have been more 
successful. However, on the basis of what I have been told about this 
thing, and the experience to date, I doubt that any procedure we 
could have adopted would have more satisfactory launchers in our 
hands today than we have now. 

Mr. Lee Morean. I would like to go on record and say that re- 
peating the same situation and the same events as they were then, I 
would do the same thing today. I am convinced it was a sound 
decision. 

Mr. Rosack. The question is how many failures can you tolerate 
without reexamining the problem. 

Mr. Lee Morean. From all that we have examined to date, we are 
accepting launchers that perform splendidly, in my opinion. 

Mr. Rosack. You are the beneficiary of the happy circumstance 
that, Navy requirements are no longer so urgent. You are a bene- 
ficiary of that happy circumstance. 

Mr. Ler Morgan. I would deny that. 

Mr. Rogzack. I would like to ask the admiral one unrelated ques- 
tion. 

The Navy sent the Department of Justice, with regard to one of 
the former producers of os rocket launcher, a list of items concern- 
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ing possible fraud actions. Do you have any response from the De- 
partment of Justice beyond the acknowledgement of that ? 

Admiral Hines. Not that I know of. I would like to ask Mr. Sass. 

Mr. Rosack. Mr. Sass is an old friend who is looking on with a 
rather unhappy countenance. He hates to discuss contract terms 
around the table here. He is a lawyer. 

Admiral Hines. I know that. And I am sure he is very unhappy 
about some of the things I have said. 

Mr. Rosacx. It is hard to get anything out of Mr. Sass. 

Mr. Sass ? 

Mr. Sass. As far as I know, we have had no answer other than an 
acknowledgment from Justice, no further information from them. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Any further questions? 

Mr. Ropack. We have asked for certain information, and we may 
want a little bit more, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Houtrtretp. Admiral, will you furnish such information as the 
staff may require? We would like to wrap this up in a few days. 
I am sure you folks in the Navy will be glad to get this off of your 
calendar, too. 

Admiral Hines. Yes, sir, we will. 

Mr. Rorack. They will have to wait until January, Mr. Chair- 
man, to get the rest of the launchers, they hope. 

Mr. Hottrretp. Well, let us hope it is no later than January. I 
might say that it is a good thing we have not needed launchers dur- 
ing this interim period of about 2% or 3 years when all of the con- 
tract delivery requirements have had to be extended because of lack 
of performance on the part of your contractors. 

The meeting is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Tuesday, July 15, 1958.) 

(The following information was subsequently received :) 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
MINITARY OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., July 15, 1958. 
Captain Joun S. McCarn, Jr., 
Chief of Legislative Liaison, 
Department of the Navy, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR CapTrain McCatn: To supplement the Navy testimony at the hearing on 
July 14, we would appreciate receiving the following information, which in- 
cludes matters raised at the hearing. 

1. Submit copies of all contract modifications to date, starting with modifica- 
tion No. 11, on the Be Ge contract, N600(a)42125, awarded June 7, 1956. 

2. Cite the dates on which the contractor was notified by the contracting 
officer or other Navy representatives that he was in a state of delinquency on 
the contract. Were any notices of possible default proceedings given in any of 
these instances? 

8. Describe briefly the waivers in laboratory and field testing of production 
quantity rocket launchers delivered by the contractor, and identify which waiv- 
ers were due to urgent delivery demands by field or fleet activities. 

4. Identify the launcher lots rejected in laboratory and field testing, citing 
dates tested, the reasons for rejection, and dates retested and approved. 

5. On the basis of sample tests of production launchers to date, give a fre- 
quency distribution of the major defects that may be expected in these produc- 
tion launchers, including rocket firing failures and tube ruptures. 

6. Cite the periods during which the contractor suspended production opera- 
tions and the reasons therefor. 
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7. Estimate the costs incurred by the Navy in investigating and testing alter- 
nate tube sources and materials for possible use in the production of 19-round 
expendable rocket launchers. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERBERT Rosack, Staff Administrator. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS, 
Washington, D. C., July 22, 1958. 
From: Chief, Bureau of Aeronautics. 
To: Chief of Legislative Liaison. 
Subject: Military Operations Subcommittee request for information on Aero 
7D rocket launchers. 

Reference: (a) OLL letter OLL: INV: SBF: es of July 15, 1958. 

(b) Subcommittee staff letter dated July 16, 1958. 
Enclosure: (1) Answers to questions posed in reference (b). 

(2) Corrected report of proceedings of hearing before subject sub- 

committee on July 14, 1958. 

1. Answers to questions 1 through 5, and 7, contained in reference (a), are 
forwarded as enclosure (1). The answer to question 6, which will require 10 
days to prepare, will be submitted when complete. 

2. Enclosure (2) has been reviewed and corrected as appropriate. All cor- 
rections have been made on the transcript. It should be noted that the testi- 
mony offered by Mr. Lee Morgan regarding the lot number changeover from 
Cleveland Container to Globe Be Ge tubes made repeated reference to lot 76. 
This is in error, and in each case should read lot 110. References to this 
appear on pages 16 through 22, and page 29 of the transcript. 

R. E. Drxon. 


Question 1. Submit copies of all contract modification to date, starting with 
modification No. 11, on the Be Ge contract, N600(a)42125, awarded June 7, 1956. 
Answer. Modifications 11 through 20 are attached. 


28943—58—pt. 2--— 6 
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CONTRACT MODIFICATION 
NAV. $& AND A. FORM 112 (8PT) (5-56) Digi ccc ee ene icta 














ISSUED By: REQUISITION/PURCHASE AUTH.| CONTRACT/ORDER NO. 


EN11-1,631-56 N6OO(A )42125 


U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE MODIFICATION NO. AND DATE 


TEMPO “D” BUILDING 
4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 






TBeGe Manufacturing Company 
Ieavesley Road 
Gilroy, California 





(CO Pursuant te the “Changes” clanse you are hereby directed te make the following change(s): 
[3B The above numbered contract is hereby amended, as ef the above date, in the feljowing respects only: 





Under paragraph 1(d) of the clause entitled PRE-PRODUCTION SAMPIES on page l of the 


Contract Schedule, the last two sentences beginning with the word "Such" and ending 
with the word "contract" are deleted, 


The Pre-production samples shipped per instructions contained in Revision Number 9 
will be accepted by the consignees specified therein for Navy invoicing purposes. 


The price and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged. 


Copy to: 

SPD~la 

SPH-3a 

SPF-2a 

INM San Francisco, Calif. 

BuOrd, MA3B-2 

BuSéA, HB22=1, Rm. 1627 Arlex 

BuAer Codes MA~3621, MA=3, MA~-301 and CT-32 

Dayton T. Brown, Copiague, Long Island, N.Y., c/o AINM Sperry Gyroscope Co. 
Great Neck, long Island, N.Y. 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


orijo= 





FE]accerr [Jacknowenem [(]RocUineo 











By: GEORGIE S. WADE Contracting Officer 
ACCEPTANCE ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 
Reture two (2) signed copies to issuing 
office. Signature must be that of person 
authorized to sign for contractor. DATE: 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT - The undersigned hereby acknowledges receipt oa__________19__, of signed copy 


Return two (2) properly acknowledged of above Change Order. 
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Copy to: (continued) 
NSORD US NAD Shumaker, Arkansas 
North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 


a) 


BAR 
BAR El Segundo Div. Douglas Aircraft Corp., El 
co 


NOTS China lake, Calif. Code 0135 
SPG-E for: 
NRAO NSC Oakland, Calif. 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Ghio (1) 
FD BuAer 
SPH-2e Master & File 


-2= 


SPG-1k 
N600(A)h2225 
Rev. 11 


Segundo, Calif. 








\ 


a 
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CONTRACT MODIFICATION 





NAV. & AND A FORM 112 (8PT) (5-56) iia cei Meenas 
*SSUED BY: REQUIBITION/PURCHASE AUTH.| CONTRACT/ORDER NO. 
U. S& NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE ENU-631-5% | N6OO(A)Y225 


MODIFICATION NO. AND DATE 


TEMPO “D” BIMmDING : 
4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. 12 5 August 1957 


WASHINGTON'25;°D. C. 


REFERENCS 












rc 
Be Ge Mamfacturing Company 
Leavesley Road 

_— California 


4 





CONTRACT CLAUSE ENTITLED 














BUREAU 
CONTROL NO. 


AMOUNT 
Indicate decreases by (CR) 


rio. 


EXPENDITURE CHARGEABLE BUREAU CONTROL 
ACCOUNT activity ACTIVITY NO. 


APPROPRIATION ANU SUBHEAD 


"176 1502.90 












(C) The above numbered contract is hereby amended, 2s ef the above date, in the following respects only: 





Provide for the Manufacture of 2), Aero 7) Launchers incorporating the Globe 
-Container Compamy internal tubes in lieu of Cleveland Container Company tubes. 


Upon completion of the above launches ship to Dayton T. Brown, Inc. 1305 Strong Road 
Copiague, Long Island, N. Y., c/o Ainsmat Spérry Gyroscope Co, Great Neck, long 
Island, New York. 


The price and all other terms and conditions of the céntract remain unchanged. 


cc 

SPD-la 

SPH-3a 

SPF-2a 

Insmat, San Frencisco, Calif. 

BuOrd, Code MA3B<-2 

BuStA, H3221, Rm. 1627 Arlex 

Buder, Codes MA-62, MA-3621, MA-3 and CT-1,32 

Dayton T. Brown, 1305 Strong Road, Copiague Long Island, N. Y¥., c/o Minsmat Sperry 
Gyroscope Co., Great Neck, L, I., N. Y. 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


orlox 





[Jaccset = [] acknow.zoam (ea aa i 





ACCEPTANCE ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 
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Page 2 of 2 





(Conta) 


4Insord NS NAD, Shumaker, Ark. 
BAR, North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 
BAR, Ei Segundo Div., Douglas Aircraft Corpse, El Segundo, Calif. 
Co, NOTS, “hina Lakes Calif Code 0135 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Chio 
SPG-E for? 
NRAO, NSC, Oakland, Calif. 
FD Bu Aero 
SHi-2c Master & File 











a 
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CONTRACT MODIFICATION 








NAV. $. AND A. FORM 112 (8PT) (5-56) ee Ee 
ll = AUTH] CONTRACT/ORDER NO. 
U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE a HSB 20 oe oavg NORA ade ____ 
TEMPO “D” BUILDING ~ 

4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. ere A 

WASHINGTON 25, D. C. SPG-1k:RWw: 

TO: 












Be Ge Manufacturing Company 
Leayesley Road : 
Gilroy, California 


EXPENDITURE CHARGEABLE BUREAU CONTROL 
ACCOUNT activity ACTIVITY NO, 





(2 Pursuant to the “Changes” clause you are bereby directed te make the following change(s): 
(CO The above numbered contract is hereby amended, as of the above date, in the follewing respects only: 





Provide for the incorporation of the following Engineering Change Proposals Numbers 
39, 98, 99 and 120 through 151 except 122 and 125, 


Please advise what change in price will result due to the above changes giving a 
Getailed price breakdow, 


All other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged. 


ccs 

SPD-la 

SPH-3a 

SPF-2a 

Insmat, San Francisco, Calif, 

BuOrd, Code MA3B-2 

BuScA, H3221, Rm. 1627 Arlex 

BuAer, Codes MA-l,62, MA-3621, MA-3 and CT-132 

Dayton T, Brown, 1305 Strong Road, Copiague Long Island, N.Y., c/o Ainemat Sperry 
Gyroscope Co., Great Neck, L. I., N. Y. 


orlox 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
[_Jacecerr [x] acknowenan ise REPLY 








REQUIRED 
By: R. Je De VILBISS Contracting Officer 
ACCEPTANCE _. ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 
Retern two (2) signed copies to issuing 
office. Signature must be that of person 
authorized to sign for contractor. DAT: 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT ie aie hereby acknowledges receipt oa,___.19__, of signed copy 
Return two (2) properly achnowledged ve Change Order. 
copies to fathoe ote Retain signed (Signature) (Title) 


a tae 
od to sign for contractor. 
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Page 2 of 2 
(Cont'd) 


Insord NS NAD, Shumaker, Ark, 
BAR, North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 
BAR, El Segundo Div., D ouglas Aircraft Corp., El Segumio, Calif. 
CO, NOTS, China Lakes Calif Code 0135 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Shio’ 
SPG-E (2 copies) 
SPG-5 for: 
NRAO, NSC, Oakland, California 
FD Bu Aero 
SPH=2c Master & File 
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CONTRACT MODIFICATION 











} 
NAY. 8. AND A. FORM 112 (8PT) (5-56) Page> _—__of_ 
————es ae ee  ]) REQUISITION/PURCHASE AUTH] CONTRACT/ORDER NO a 


U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE | BN11-4631-56_ | N600(A)42125 


} MODIFICATION NO. AND DATE 


TEMPO “D” BUILDING i 
4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. ae 28 August 1957 0 


; i REFERENCE 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. i SPG- Lk: Rs as 


























TO: 





at 
i 








— S a Is. | see 2c ( ) ASPA 1947 
' Be Ge Manufacturing Company : i teas | x) | Within General Scope of the Contract 
Leave sley Road || E=o || CONTRACT CLAUSE ENTITLED 
Gilroy, California lees) | 
Hg! 
| | 
1 | 


ld tie siserisimatianinchenatinies 
a ad 





AC cou NTING CLASSIFICATION 








os Ve 7 
osJect EXPENDITIRE | CHARGEABLE | BUREAU CONTROL BUREAU | AMOUNT 


° 
4, Stenermnen aan coos cLAss. | account | ACTIVITY ACTIVITY NO. CONTROL NO. Indicate decreases by (CR) 
















heceneeencnnsenesneetiee 


*_3761502.90 = l | 














ee 








O Porsnaat to the “Changes” ‘clause you are hereby directed to make the following, change(s): a 


ke The above numbered contract is hereby amended, as of the above date, in the following respects only: 





The following Government Furnished Equipment is hereby incorporated into this 
contract: 





Item 














Description Quantity 


1 54A46R3-AJl Assembly Jig, 21656-101T-USN 1 ea 
2 54846R2-WF1 Weld Fixture, 21656-98T-USN 1 ea 
3 55A22-207-AJ1 Assembly Jig, 21779-106T-USN 1 ea 
4 55A22-207-AJ2 Assembly Jig, 21779-101T-USN 1 ea 
5 54446C240-PD1 Tube Punch and Slotter, 21873-22T-USN 1 ea 
6 55A22-101-TF1 Continuity Test Fixture 21873-46T-USN 1 ea 
7 Tube Grinding Fixture 55A-22-317-GT2 (Serial 105TO) 1 ea 


o* 


~The attached clause, NPO Form 18 (Rev. 27 April 1955) Government-Furnished Property, 
is hereby made a part of this contract. 


Please advise what reduction in price will be offered as a result of the above. 













All other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged. 

/ THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
[alacceer fjacknow.ence [| |NO_REPLY 
—  — QUIRED 














By: _GEORG IE s. _WADE Contracting Officer 
ACCEPTANCE ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 
Return two (2) signed copies to issuing 
office. Signature must be thet of person 
authorized to ngn for contrector. DATE: 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT The undersigned hereby ackaowledges receipt on_____. 19__, of signed copy 





Return two (2) properly acknowledged of above Chaage Order. . 
copies to issuing office. Retain signed (Signature) (Title) 
copy. Signature must be thet of person 

authorized to sign gee contractor. } 
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SPG-1k: RWW :bw 
N600(A)42125 
Rev. 14 


Copy to: 
SPD-la 
SPH-3a 
SPF-2a 
INSMAT, San Francisco, Calif. 
BuOrd, Code MA3B-2 
BuS&A, H3221, Rm. 1627, Arlex 
Buder, Codes MA-462, MA-3621, MA-3 and CT-432 
Dayton T. Brown, 1305 Strong Road, Copiague Long Island, N.Y., c/o Ainsmat 
Sperry Gyroscope Co., Great Neck, L.I., N.Y. 
SPG-1k (Hold) 
Insord NS NAD Shumaker, Ark. 
BAR North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 
BAR El Segundo Div., Douglas Aircraft Corp., El Segundo, Calif. 
CO NOTS China Lakes, Calif., Code 40135 
SPG-E for: 
WRAO NSC Oakland, Calif. 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Ghio 
FD BuAero 
SPH-2c Master & File 








ott ne 
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GOVERNMENT-F'URNISHED PROPERTY 


(a) The Government shall deliver to the Contractor, for use in connection 
with and under the terms of this contract, the property described in the 
Schedule or specifications, together with such related data and information 
as the Contractor may request and as may reasonably be required for the in- 
tended use of such property (hereinafter referred to as “Government-furnished 
Property’). The delivery or performance dates for the supplies or services to 
be furnished by the Contractor under this contract are based upon the expec- 
tation that Government-furnished Property suitable for use will be delivered to 
the Contractor at the time stated in the Schedule or, if not so stated, in suf- 
ficient time to enable the Contractor to meet such delivery or performance dates. 
In the event that Government-furnished Property is not delivered to the Con- 
tractor by such time or times, the Contracting Officer shall, upon timely written 
request made by the Contractor, make a determination of the delay occasioned 
the Contractor thereby, and shall equitably adjust the delivery or performance 
dates or the contract price, or both, and any other contractual provision ef- 
fected by such delay, in accordance with the procedures provided for in the 
clause of this contract entitled “Changes.” In the event the Government- 
furnished Property is received by the Contractor in a condition not suitable for 
the intended use the Contractor shall, upon receipt thereof, notify the Con- 
tracting Office of such fact and, as directed by the Contracting Officer, either 
(i) return such property at the Government’s expense or otherwise dispose of 
the property, or (ii) effect repairs or modifications. Upon the completion of 
(i) or (ii) above, the Contracting Officer upon written request of the Contrac- 
tor shall equitably adjust the delivery or performance dates or the contract 
price, or both, and any other contractual provision affected by the rejection or 
disposition, or the repair or modification, in accordance with the procedures pro- 
vided for in the clause of this contract entitled “Changes.” The foregoing 
provisions for adjustment are exclusive and the Government shall not be liable 
to suit for breach of contract by reason of any: delay in delivery of Government- 
furnished Property or delivery of such property in a condition not suitable for 
its intended use. 

(b) By notice in writing the Contracting Officer may decrease the property 
furnished or to be furnished by the Government under this contract. In any 
such case, the Contracting Officer upon the written request of the Contractor 
shall equitably adjust the delivery or performance dates or the contract price, 
or both, and any other contractual provisions affected by the decrease, in accord- 
ance with the procedures provided for in the clause of this contract entitled 
“Changes.” 

(c) Title to the Government-furnished Property shall remain in the Govern- 
ment. Title to Government-furnished Property shall not be affected by the in- 
corporation or attachment thereof to any property not owned by the Govern- 
ment, nor shall such Government-furnished Property, or any part thereof, be 
or become a fixture or lose its identity as personalty by reason of affixation to 
any realty. The Contractor shall maintain adequate property control records 
of Government-furnished Property in accordance with the requirements of the 
“Manual for Control of Government Property in Possession of Contractors” 
(Appendix B, Armed Services Procurement Regulation) as in effect on the 
date of the contract, which Manual is hereby incorporated by reference and made 
a part of this contract. 

(d) The Government-furnished Property shall, unless otherwise provided 
herein, be used only for the performance of this contract. 

(e) The Contractor shall maintain and administer, in accordance with sound 
industrial practice, a program for the maintenance, repair, protection and 
preservation of Government-furnished Property until disposed of by the Con- 
tractor in accordance with this clause. In the event that any damage occurs 
to Government-furnished Property the risk of which has been assumed by the 
Government under this contract, the Government shall replace such items or 
the Contractor shall make such repair of the property as the Government 
directs; provided, however, that if the Contractor cannot effect such repair 
within the time required, the Contractor shall dispose of such property in the 
manner directed by the Contracting Officer. The contract price includes no 
compensation to the Contractor for the performance of any repair or replace- 
ment for which the Government is responsible, and an equitable adjustment 
will be made in the contract price for any such repair or replacement of Gov- 
ernment-furnished Property made at the direction of the Government. Any 
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repair or replacement for which the Contractor is responsible under the pro- 
visions of this contract shall be accomplished by the Contractor at its own 
expense. 

(f) (i) Except for loss, destruction, or damage resulting from a failure of 
the Contractor due to willful misconduct or lack of good faith of any of the 
Contractor’s managerial personnel as defined herein, to maintain and administer 
the program for the maintenance, repair, protection and preservation of the 
Government-furnished Property, as required by paragraph (e) hereof, and ex- 
cept as specifically provided in the clause or clauses of this contract desig- 
nated in the Schedule, the Contractor shall not be liable for loss or destruction 
of or damage to the Government-furnished Property (A) caused by any peril 
while the property is in transit off the Contractor’s premises, or (B) caused by 
any of the following perils while the property is on the Contractor’s or sub- 
contractor’s premises, or on any other premises where such property may prop- 
erly be located, or by removal therefrom because of any of the following perils: 

(I) Fire; lighting; windstorm, cyclone, tornado, hail; explosion; riot, 
riot attending a strike, civil commotion; vandalism and malicious mischief ; 
sabotage; aircraft or objects falling therefrom; vehicles running on land 
or tracks, excluding vehicles owned or operated by the Contractor or any 
agent or employee of the Contractor; smoke; sprinkler leakage; earthquake 
or voleanic eruption; flood, meaning thereby rising of a body of water; 
hostile or warlike action, including action in hindering, combating, or de- 
fending against an actual, impending or expected attack by any government 
or sovereign power (de jure or de facto), or by any authority using mili- 
tary, naval, or air forces, or by an agent of any such government, power, 
authority, or forces; or 

(II) Other peril, of a type not listed above, if such other peril is cus- 
tomarily covered by insurance (or by a reserve for self-insurance) in ac- 
cordance with the normal practice of the Contractor, or the prevailing 
practice in the industry in which the Contractor is engaged with respect 
to similar property in the same general locale. 

The perils as set forth in (A) and (B) above are hereinafter called “excepted 
perils.” 

This clause shall not be construed as relieving a subcontractor from liability 
for loss or destruction of or damage to the Government-furnished Property while 
in its possession or control, except to the extent that the subcontract, with the 
prior approval of the Contracting Officer, may provide for the relief of the sub- 
contractor from such liability. In the absence of such approval, the subcontract 
shall contain appropriate provisions requiring the return of all Government- 
furnished Property in as good condition as when received, except for reasonable 
wear and tear or for the utilization of the property in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the prime contract. 

The term “Contractor’s managerial personnel” as used herein means the Con- 
tractor’s directors, officers and any of its managers, superintendents, or other 
equivalent representatives who have supervision or direction of (I) all or sub- 
stantially all of the Contractor’s business; (II) all or substantially all of the 
Contractor’s operation at any one plant or separate location at which the contract 
is being performed; (III) a separate and complete major industrial operation in 
connection with the performance of this contract. 

(ii) The Contractor represents that it is not including in the price hereunder, 
and agrees that it will not hereafter include in any price to the Government, any 
charge or reserve for insurance (including self-insurance funds or reserve) 
covering loss or destruction of or damage to the Government-furnished Property 
caused by any excepted peril. 

(iii) Upon the happening of loss or destruction of or damage to any Govern- 
ment-furnished Property caused by an excepted peril, the Contractor shall notify 
the Contracting Officer thereof, and shall communicate with the Loss and Salvage 
Organization, if any, now or hereafter designated by the Contracting Officer, and 
with the assistance of the Loss and Salvage Organization so designated (unless 
the Contracting Officer has directed that no such organization he employed), 
shall take all reasonable steps to protect the Government-furnished Property 
from further damage, separate the damaged and undamaged Government-fur- 
nished Property, put all the Government-furnished Property in the best possible 
order, and furnish to the Contracting officer a statement of: (A) the lost, de- 
stroyed and damaged Government-furnished Property (B) the time and origin 
of the loss, destruction or damage, (C) all known interests in commingled prop- 
erty of which the Government-furnished Property is a part, and (D) the insur- 











728 AIR FORCE AND NAVY ROCKET-LAUNCHER PROGRAM 


ance, if any, covering any part of or interest in such commingled property. The 
Contractor shall be reimbursed for the expenditures made by it in performing 
its obligations under this subparagraph (iii) (including charges made to the 
Contractor by the Loss and Salvage Organization, except any of such charges 
the payment of which the Government has, at its option, assumed directly), to 
the extent approved by the Contracting Officer and set forth in a Supplemental 
Agreement. 

(iv) With the approval of the Contracting Officer after loss or destruction of or 
damage to Government-furnished Property, and subject to such conditions and 
limitations as may be imposed by the Contracting Officer, the Contractor may, in 
order to minimize the loss to the Government or in order to permit resumption 
of business or the like, sell for the account of the Government any item of Govy- 
ernment-furnished Property which has been damaged beyond practicable repair, 
or which is so commingled or combined with property of others, including the 
Contractor, that separation is impracticable. 

(v) Except to the extent or any loss or destruction of or damage to Govern- 
ment-furnished Property for which the Contractor is relieved of liability under 
the foregoing provisions of this clause, and except for reasonable wear and tear 
or depreciation, or the utilization of the Government-furnished Property in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this contract, the Government-furnished Property 
(other than property permitted to be sold) shall be returned to the Government 
in as good condition as when received by the Contractor in connection with this 
contract, or as repaired under paragraph (e) above. 

(vi) In the event the Contractor is reimbursed or compensated for any loss 
or destruction of or damage to the Government-furnished Property, caused by 
an excepted peril, it shall equitably reimburse the Government. The Contractor 
shall do nothing to prejudice the Government’s rights to recover against third 
parties for any such loss, destruction or damage and, upon the request of the 
Contracting Officer, shall at the Government’s expense, furnish to the Govern- 
ment all assistance and cooperation (including the prosecution of suit and the 
execution of instruments of assignment in favor of the Government) in obtaining 
recovery. In addition, where a subcontractor has not been relieved from liability 
for any loss or destruction of or damage to the Government-furnished Property, 
the Contractor shall enforce the liability of the subcontractor for such loss or 
destruction of or damage to the Government-furnished Property for the benefit 
of the Government. 

(vii) (Where applicable) In the event any aircraft are to be furnished under 
this contract, any loss or destruction of, or damage to, such aircraft or other 
Government-furnished Property occurring in connection with operations of said 
aircraft will be governed by the clause of this contract captioned “Flight Risks,” 
to the extent such clause is by its terms, applicable. 

(g) The Government shall at all reasonable times have access to the premises 
wherein any Government-furnished Property is located. 

(h) Upon the completion of this contract, or at such earlier dates as may be 
fixed by the Contracting Officer, the Contractor shall submit, in a form accept- 
able to the Contracting Officer, inventory schedules covering all items of Govern- 
ment-furnished Property not consumed in the performance of this contract (in- 
cluding any resulting scrap), or not theretofore delivered to the Government, 
and shall deliver or make such other disposal of such Government-furnished 
Property, as may be directed or authorized by the Contracting Officer. Recover- 
able scrap from Government furnished Property shall be reported in accordance 
with a procedure and in such form as the Contracting Officer may direct. The 
net proceeds of any such disposal shall be credited to the contract price or shall 
be paid in such other manner as the Contracting Officer may direct. 

(i) Directions of the Contracting Officer and communications of the Con- 
tractor issued pursuant to this Clause shall be in writing. 








AIR FORCE AND NAVY ROCKET-LAUNCHER PROGRAM 729 


CONTRACT MODIFICATION 


NAV. & AND A. PORM 112 (SPT) (5-56) a a 
ISSUED BY: REQUIGITION/PURCHASE AUTH.) CONTRACT/ORDER NO. 
U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE EN11=1)631- N600 (A) 4212 


MODIFICATION NO. AND DATE 
TEMPO “D” BUILDING 
4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. 4 23 September 1 


REFERENCE 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 










SPG-1k:RWW:1 
TO: 


- 7 g w Sec 2c ( ) ASPA 1947 
Be Ge Mamfacturing Company : 
Leavesley Road 3 CONTRACT CLAUSE ENTITLED 
Gilroy, California 8 


. | 





ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION 













BUREAU CONTROL 
ACTIVITY NO. 


CHARGEABLE 
activity 


BUREAU 
CONTROL NO. 


APPROPRIATION AND SUBHEAD 



















a 
ossscr | EXPENDITURE 
cLass. | ACCOUNT 


| 





erios 


AMOUNT 
lndieate decreases by (CR) 











‘fe Persuant to the “Changes” clanse you are bereby Grected te wate the following change(s): 
() The above numbered contract is hereby amended, as ef the above date, in the following respects only: 





Provide for the incorporation of Engineering Change Proposal Number 152, 


Please advise wnat change in price will result due to the above change giving 4 
detailed price breakdown. 


All other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged. 


cc? 

SPD-la 

SPH~3a 

Insmat, San Francisco, Calif. 

BuOrd, Code MA3B-2 

BuSé, H3221, Rp. 1627 Arlex 

BuAer, Codes MA-168, MA-3621, MA-3, and CT-432 

Dayton T. Brown, 1305 Strongoad Copiague Long Island, N. Y., cfo Ainsmat perry 
Grroscope Co., Great Neck, Lb, I., N. Y. 

Insord NS NAD, Shumaker, Ark 

BAR, North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 

BAR El Segundo Div., Douglas Aircraft Corp., El Segundo, Calif. 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


orlo* 


NO REPLY 
0 ACCEPT x] ACKNOWLEDGE REQUIRED 


By: R. J. De VILBISS Coatracting Officer 


ACCEPTANCE ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 
Rowe tee (2) et ates “ issuing 
office. Signature must be of person 
authorized to sign for contractor. DATE: 








copes $0 issuing office. Retain signed (Sigmature) (Title) 
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i 
4 
i 
i 


Page 2 of 2 


Copy to: (Cont'd) 
CO, NOTS, China Lakes Calif Code 40135 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Ohio 
SPG-E (2 copies) 
SPG-E for: 
WRAO, NSC, Oakland, Calif. 
HD Bu Aero 
SPH-2c Master & File 
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CONTRACT MODIFICATION i 















NAV. Ss AND A. FORM 112 (8PT) (5-56) DOG i enemies 
ISSUED BY: inate REQUISITION/PURCHASE AUTH. CONTRACT/ORDER NO. 
U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE 4621-36 ano DATE N600(4)42225 
TEMPO “D” BUILDING 
4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. ese nee SE 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. SPG=-1k :RWW:hw 
To: x| “Changes” Clause 
t “ By | Sec 2c ( ) ASPA 1947 

Be Ge Manufacturing Company Sat Within General Scope of the Contract 

Leavesley Road EE? | CONTRACT CLAUSE ENTITLED 

Gilroy, California ge 

2u 
x 


ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION 
rR 


OBJECT | EXPENDITURE CHARGEABLE BUREAU CONTROL BUREAU 
cLass. | accouNT ACTIVITY ACTIVITY NO. CONTROL NO. 





° } 
2 APPROPRIATION AND SUBHEAD | 


*~1761502,90_ | 








‘& Pursuant to the “Changes” clause you are hereby directed to make the following change(s) 
(CO The above numbered contract is hereby amended, as of the above date, in the following respects only: 








The requirement for palletizing is deleted after 500 have been delivered. 
Please advise what reduction in price will be offered due to the above change. 
All other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged. 


Copy to: 

SPD-la 

SPH~3a 

SPF-2a 

Insmat, San Francisco, Calif. 
Bu0rd, Code MA3B-2 

BuS&A, H3221, Rm. 1627 Arlex 

















s BuAer, Codes MA-468, MA-3621, MA-3 and CT-432 
$ Dayton T. Brown, 1305 Strong Road, Copiague Long Island, N.Y., c/o Ainsmat 
Sperry Gyroscope Co., Great Neck, Long Island, N.Y. 
Insord, NS, NAD, Shumaker, Ark 
BAR North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 
BAR E] Segundo Div., Douglas Aircraft Corp. Ss g 
| THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
[} ACCEPT [x] ACKNOWLEDGE ae en 
By: _R.J. De VILBISS _ or oe. 
a ACCEPT ANCE ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 
Return two (2) signed copies to issuing | 
office. Signature must be that of person 
authorized to sign for contractor. | DATE: 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT | The undersigned hereby acknowledges receipt on ____________19___, of signed copy 


Return two (2) properly acknowledged | of above Change Order. le 
sopies to issuing office. Retain signed | (Signature) (Title) 
copy. Signature must be that of person | 

aubertsad to sign for contractor. 











PA ate) RL A STI 
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SPG~1k: RWWshw 
N600(A)42125 
Rev. 16 


Copy to: (continued) 
CO NOTS China Lake, Calif., Code 40135 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Ohio 
SPG-E (3) 
SPG-E for: 
NRAO NSC Oakland, Calif. 
FD BuAero 
SPH-2c Master & File 


<2 
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CONTRACT MODIFICATION 


NAV. & AND A FORM 112 (8PT) (5-56) 


ieSUED BY: 








REQUISITION/PURCHASE AUTH.) CONTRACT/ORDER NO. 

U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE —EN11=-4631-56 _ N600 
MODIFICATION NO. AND DATE 

TEMPO “D” BUILDING m0 

4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. October 




































REFERENCE 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 
SPGn Lic: c h 
TO: | ae Clause 
‘ ny Bm ) ASPA 1947 
Be Ge Manufacturing Company le Within G Siete abd Cacestane 
a | EF | — CLAUSE ENTITLED — 
we Sac 
L_ ‘a | z OTHER 
| \ | 
ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION 
: a comet | EXPENDITURE CHARGEABLE | BUREAU CONTROL BUREAU AMOUNT 
, ee ee class ACCOUNT aAcTiviTY ACTIVITY NO. CONTROL NO. Indicate decreases by (CR) 
o- 

















_TIAR2. 








1D Parseast to the “Changes” ” clause you are hereby directed te make the following change(s): 
(Gk The above numbered contract is hereby amended, a: of the above date, in the following respects only: 





Modification Number 14 dated 28 August 1957 is hereby withdrawn in its entirety. 


The price and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged. 


Copy to: SPG-E for: 

SPD-la NRAO NSC Oakland, Calif. 

SPF-2a GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Ohio 
SPH-3a FD BuAero 

Insmat, San Francisco, Calif. SPH-2c Master & File 


Bu0rd, Code MA3B-2 

BuS&A, H3221, Rm. 1627, Arlex 

BuAer, Codes MA=462, MA-3521, MA-3 and CT-432 

Dayton T. Brown, 1305 Strong Road, Copiague Long Island, N.Y., c/o Ainsmat 
Sperry Gyroscope Co., Great Neck, L.I., N.Y. 














+ 
2 Insord NS NAD Shumaker, Ark. 
© BAR North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 
BAR El Segundo Div., Douglas Aircraft Corp., El Segundo, Calif. 
O NOTS China Lake, Calif., Code 40135 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
© ACCEPT Cj ACKNOWLEDGE ae ee 
OO Sa! +2. a GEORGIE S. WADE _ ___ Contracting Officer 
ACCEPT ANCE “ACCEPTED BY (Signature) Ti 
Return two (2) signed copies to issuing 
office. Signature must be that of person | 
authorized to sign for contractor, | DATE: 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT | The undersigned hereby acknowledges receipt on ___________.19___, of signed copy 
f above Change Order. 
Reture two (2) properly acknowledged ? . 
copies to issuing office. Retain signed (Signature) (Title) 


. Signature must be that of person | 
aus ed to . sige for contractor. | 




















et AT A Aiea 
) 
i 
} 
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| CONTRACT MODIFICATION 








7 
NAV. 8. AND A. FORM 112 (8PT) (5-36) hind aie ctenstillllincnicnttiintinns 
ISSUED BY: || REQUISITION/PURCHASE AUTH. CONTRACT/ORDER NO. 





| 
: U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE |_EN11-4631-56 N600(A) 42125 
TEMPO “>” BUILDING | MODIFICATION NO. AND DATE 

4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. ania A et endicettine 


WASHINGTON 25, D. C. REFERENCE 
i oe || SPG-1j :AFF hw 























| = | = “Changes” Clause 
P| = - i | | Sec2e(  ) ASPA 1947 
im | G i any Ske ———o 
| Be Ge Manufacturing Company Lay Withia G i Stied af Ga C 
| Leavesley Road : |E2¢ CONTRACT CLAUSE ENTITLED 
Gilroy, California ige8 
ig<~ 
L. = * 
ti 
ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION 
my 7 
° | osJsmcrT EXPENDITURE | CHARGEABLE SUREAU CONTROL BUREAU | AMOUNT 
See ene eee | ciass. | accounr | ACTIVITY ACTIVITY NO. CONTROL NO. Indicate decreases by (CR) 
: pions eee 











1761502.90_ | | 
; Lcd mech coors 
+ | = 
: ee ee 
? iz) Pursuant to the “Changes” clause you are hereby directed te make the following change(s) 

( The above numbered contract is hereby amended, as ef the above date, in the following respects ealy: 





Specification MIL-~R-19168(AER) Rocket Launcher Package, Aero 7D and Drawing 
54A46C240 are amended to provide for the following: 


o Drawing 54A46C240: 





The tolerance on the thickness of inner and outer plies of .010 as indicated 
in the title block of the drawing for .xxx dimensions is permissible. 


The maximum ply width is changed to read: 
Dia. 3°5 plus .50 minus .75 


oa 











' Dim. .03 plus .00 minus .03 Butt joined is changed to Dim. .05 plus .00 
i minus .05 for the 24 launchers manufactured under Revision 12. 
: ° 
' x Dim. 48.00 plus .03 minus .06 is changed to 48.12 plus .03 minus .18 for the 
; 2 24 launchers manufactured under Revision 12 only. 
; Delete the phrase "Ends clean cut, no separations of plies". Loose tabs inner 
; ad, out ies.to,. n » 48's i 1 ‘ ars u- 
end, outer plies) to. exte $0f 3/4" is permissible only for the 24 launchers manu 
: THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
i C) accept [3x] AckNowLenae came 
} By: GEORGIE S WADE Contracting Officer 
ACCEPT ANCE | ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 
Return two (2) signed copies to issuing 
office. Signature must be that of person | 
authorized to sign for contractor. | DATE: 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT The undersigned hereby acknowledges receipt oo ____m____19___, of signed copy 
of above Change Order. 
Return two (2) properly acknowledged 
copies to issuing office. Retain signed (Signature) (Title) 


. . Signature must be that of person 
; authorized to sign for contractor. | 
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SPG-1j : APF shw 
N600(A)42125 
Rev. 18 


To MIL-R-19168: 





Paragraph 3.3.4.2.1 Acetone Extractions 30 percent maximum. This waiver is 
-applicable only.for the 24 launchers manufactured under Revision 12. 


Paragraph 3.3.4.2.2 Waived to permit a maximum of 50 percent water absorption. 
Paragraph 3.34.2.5 Waived to read “15 volts per mil". 
Paragraph 4.3.4.4 This paragraph is hereby waived. 


It is requested that you advise this office what reduction in the contract price will 
be offered due to the granting of the above waivers relaxing the requirements of the 
contract. 


£11 other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged. 


Copy to: 

SPD-la 

SPH-3a 

SPF-2a 

Insmat, San Francisco, Calif. 

Burd, Code MA3B-2 

BuSandA, H3221, Rm. 1627 Arlex 

Buder, Codes MA-462, MA-3621, MA-3 and CT-432 

Dayton T. Brown, 1305 Strong Rd., Copiague Long Is., N.Y., c/o Ainsmat Sperry Gyroscope 
Co., Great Neck, L.Is, N.Y. 


Insord NS NAD Shumaker, Ark. 
BAR North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 
BAR, El Segundo Div., Douglas Aircraft Corp., El Segundo, Calif. 
CO NOTS China Lake, Calif., Code 40135 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Ohio 
SPG-14j (HOLD) 
SPG-E for: 
NRAO NSC Oakland, Calif. 
FD BuAhero 
SPH-2c Master & File 


aie 








6 
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Reno ae ce NN 


736 AIR FORCE AND NAVY ROCKET-LAUNCHER PROGRAM 


CONTRACT MODIFICATION 


1 
NAY. & AND A. PORM 112 (8PT) (5-56) Peg 0 


ISSUED BY: REQUISITION/PURCHASE AUTH.| CONTRACT/ORDER NO. 
EN11-4631-56 N600(A)4212 

U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE MODIFICATION NO. AND DATE 

TEMPO “D” BUILDING 

4th & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. sap eg ——20-ovember 1957 

eee SPG-1k :RWW:hw 









- 7 g ~ Sec 2c ( ) ASPA 1947 
Be Ge Manufacturing Company Fi 
crisey, California Ei CONTRACT CLAUSE ENTITLED 


i 


OPRIATION AND SUBHEZAD CHARGEABLE BUREAU CONTROL BUREAU 
* ACTIVITY NO. ey No. 


1761502.90 








Ga Pursuant te the “Changes” classe you are hereby directed te make the fellewing changes): 
(CO The above mumbered contract is hereby amended, as of the above date, in the fellewing respects only: 





The second paragraph of Modification Number 12 dated 5 August 1957 is changed to 
read as follows: 


"Upon completion of the above launchers ship 18 each to Dayton T. Brown, Inc. 
1305 Strong Road, Copiague, Long Island, New York, c/o Ainsmat Sperry 
Gyroscope Co., Great Neck, Long Island, New York and 6 each to Commanding 
Officer, Naval Ordnance Test Station, Inyokern, China Lake, California". 


The price and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged. 


Copy to: 

SPF-2a 

SPH-3a 

SPD-la 

Insmat, San Fran., Calif. 

BuOrd, Code MA3B-2 

BUSANDA, H3221, Rm. 1627 Arlex 

Buder, Codes MA_468, MA-3621, MA-3 and CT-432 

Dayton, . T. Brown, 1305 Strong Rd. Copiague Long Is., N.Y. c/o Ainsmat 
Sperry Gyroscope Co., Great Neck, Long Is., N.Y. 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


orlox 








[Jaccerr Pf acknow.enos bra 
By: R.J. DeVILBISS Contracting Officer 
ACCEPTANCE ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 
Return two (2) signed copies to issuing 
office. Signature must be that of person 
authorized to sign for comtractor. DATE: 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT The undersigned hereby acknowledges receipt on____________.19___, of signed copy 
Reture two (.) properly acknowledged | Of sbove Change Order. 
copies to issuing office. Retain signed (Signature) (Title) 


—_ Signature must be that of person 
to sige for comésractor. 





ate nian 
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SPG-1k:RWWthw 
N600(A)42125 
Rev. 19 


Insord, NS NAD, Shumaker, Ark 
BAR North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 
BAR El Segundo Div,, Douglas Aircraft Corp., El Segundo, Calif. 
CO NOTS China Lake, Calif., Code 40135 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Ohio 
SPG-E (3) 
SPG-E for: 
NRAO NSC Oakland, Calif. 
FD BuAero 
SPH-2c Master & File 
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CONTRACT MODIFICATION 


BAY. 8. AND A. FORM 112 (SPT) (3-55) ipereecciesctis aces 
ISSUED BY: REQUISITION/PURCHASE AUTH. CONTRACT/ORDER NO 

U. S. NAVY PURCHASING OFFICE EN11-)6 

TEMPO "D" BUILDING MODIFICATION NO. AND DATE rr, 
kth & INDEPENDENCE AVENUE, S. W. 20 2 May 1958 ae 







series 


series 


WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 





Be Ge Manufacturing Comany 
Leavesley Road 
Gilroy, California 






ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION 


exPan mi REAU CONTROL 
APPROPRIATION ANO SUBHEAD a — 2 
ACCOUNT ACTIVITY NO. 
9 Pn pL 





( Pursuant to the “Changes” clause you are hereby direcied fo make the following change(s): 
(2) The above numbered contrac! is hereby amended, as of the above date, in the following respects only: 





Provide for the delivery of the following quantities of Launchers to the destinations 
indicated which have not been covered by Modification to contract: 


Destination an tit; 
Dayton T. Brown, Ince 3 


1305 Strong Road 
Copiague, Long Island 


Receiving Officer 17 
Naval Ordnance Test Station 
Inyokern, China Lake, California 


Receiving Officer 5S 
Naval Auxilliary Air Station 
El Centro, California 














COPIES TO: 
| THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Cc] ACCEPT 4 ACKNOWLEDGE enne 
= — By: - oe - - Contracting Officer _ 
ACCEPTANCE ACCEPTED BY (Signature) (Title) 


Return two (2) signed copies to issuing | 
office. Signature must be that of person | 
authorized to sign for contractor. 


ACKNOWLEDGMENT The undersigned hereby acknowledges receipt on _____________19__, of signed copy 


Return two (2) properly acknowledged - . ncn (Title) 
copies to issuing office. Retain signed 

copy. Signature must be that of person 
authorized to sign for contractor. 
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SPG- 1k: Rid s tvw 
N600(A)42125 
Mod. No. 20 

2 May 1958 


Destination Quantity 


Commanding Officer 5S 
Air Force Proving Ground 
Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 


The price and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchmgeds 


Copy tos 
SPF-2a 
SPH-3a 
SPD-la 
INM San Francisco, California 
Budrd, Code MA3B=2 
BUSANDA, H3221, Rm. 1627 Arlex 
Buder, Codes MA-l,68, MA=3621, MA-3 and CT™32 
Dayton T. Brown, 1305 Strong Road, Copiague Long Island, N. Y. c/o AINM Sperry 
Gyroscope Co., Great Neck, Long Island, N. Y. 
INSORD, NS NAD, Shumaker, Ark. 
BAR North American Aviation, Columbus, Ohio 
BAR El Segundo Div., Douglas Aircraft Corp., El Segundo, Calife 
GO NOTS, Chine Lake, Calif. 
GAO Audit Div., Cleveland, Ohio 
CO, NAAS, El Centro, Calif. 
CO, Air Force Proving Ground, Eglin AFB, Florida 
SPF-2a fors 
NRAO NSC Oakland, Calife 
FD Budero 
SPH-2c Master & File 


a2 
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Question 2: Cite the dates on which the contractor was notified by the con- 
tracting officer or other Navy representatives that he was in a state of delin- 
quency on the contract. Were any notices of possible default proceedings given 
in any of these instances? 

Answer: The contractor was advised of his delinquency by a letter from the 
inspector of naval material, San Francisco, dated June 19, 1957. (See 1957 
hearings, p. 597.) He was further advised, orally, during negotiation meetings 
on December 5, 1957, and June 9, 1958. He has never been given a written 
notice on possible termination for default. 

Question 3: Describe briefly the waivers in laboratory and field testing of 
production quantity rocket launchers delivered by the contractor, and identify 
which waivers were due to urgent delivery demands by field or fleet activities. 

Answer: A high level of confidence has been built up in the quality of the 
contractor’s production with the result that it was decided to reduce the amount 
of environmental testing. Commencing with lot No. 17, the following tests 
have been deleted on 3 of every 4 production lots. 

4.5.1.7.1 high-temperature test 
4.5.1.7.2 low-temperature test 
4.5.1.7.3 salt-spray test 
4.5.1.7.11 vibration test 
i. e., every fourth production lot received the complete test syllabus. 

Acceptance of lot No. 2 was based upon the successful performance of launchers 
in firing tests at NOTS. Environmental testing was waived because of the urgent 
requirement for launchers for scheduled Navy and USAF programs. 

Lot No. 2 consisted of 103 launchers. These launchers were employed as 
follows: 


PE Te Mh NC NT DO FT aii cin itech mercial a, 12 
i TUE ee en ee Ts RON oa So ne ee SL entrees 5 
To Pass, Pea mee Centre, Mar: 2. Wiis sce ince 50 
To USAF, AFAC, Eglin Air Force Base, Apr. $3 1957_......._--.-....--___. 36 

IG aig clk isin cnn ac cai AEs lat ee 103 


Question 4: Identify the launcher lots rejected in laboratory and field testing, 
citing dates tested, the reasons for rejection, and dates retested and approved. 
Answer: 





Rejected lots Date rejected Reason Date retested 
and approved 














ee ee iwi eeinssndecenad Sept. 20, 1957 | Bulkhead failure. _.._................- Oct. 3, 1957 
NAN i cessing soi ine me Sept. 25, 1957 We ood oan ta S main adinntaanne Oct. 22, 1957 
a a ern do. do. Dec. 4, 1957 
a canenss dla es naiaimiabeacaiaeds | Feb. 15, 1958 do. .--| Feb. 27, 1958 
TE ND ee. | May 23,1958 | Fairing June 19, 1958 
Ngoc idewuen seasons lone een do. bes Do. 
We Sa nos: satin eden ees Oi. cascel do. Do. 
RO isos scwek os cnninmedadeinaubniihen’ wiaese ..do_ Do. 


Question 5: On the basis of sample tests of production launchers to date, give 
a frequency distribution of the major defects that may be expected in these 
production launchers, including rocket-firing failures and tube ruptures. 

Answer: Four major defects have been experienced (aft bulkhead blowing 
off) in testing. Based on the number of lots tested and the number of samples 
tested per lot, a process average is obtained of 1 percent. If this process aver- 
age is maintained, it can be anticipated that approximately 10 additional major 
defects will be experienced in tests when sampling for testing employing an 
inspection level, L6 and acceptable quality level of 4 percent (MIL STD 105) as 
currently required by the contract. 

Eleven rockets have failed to fire from the samples tested at NAD Shumaker, 
a process average of 0.146 percent. 

Under the same statistical basis as above, it can be anticipated that a total of 
approximately 26 rockets will fail to fire from the launchers to be tested. 

According to the specification MIL—R-19158 paragraph 4.5.2.1 Ground Firing 
Tests: “* * * the launcher package must remain intact on the pylon and sustain 
no damage except peeling and darkening of the exposed surfaces, minor tube 
ruptures, and bending or breaking of the ground contact of the rear bulkhead. 
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NAD Shumaker, in its telegram, reporting results of tests, would provide am- 
plifying information to assist the BuAer in determining that tube-quality 
control was being maintained. This amplifying information consists of com- 
ments such as “Tube 1A cracked ; minor crack in the tube 4A; small holes in tube 
6A; minor rupture in tubes 4B and 6B; etc.” These descriptive remarks all 
come under the category of “minor tube ruptures” and are not disqualifying. 
It is expected that every launcher fired will experience some degree of this minor 
tube damage which in no way adversely affects launcher performance or safety 
of flight. 

Question 7: Estimate the costs incurred by the Navy in investigating and 
testing alternate tube sources and materials for possible use in the production of 
19-round expendable rocket launchers. 

Answer: The following information which has been obtained by telephone 
from the naval ordnance test station is submitted : 

Out-of-pocket expenditures by NOTS: 

General tube tests and preparation of reports, $1,554. 
Cutting and preparing test samples, $272. 
Testing six launchers incorporating Globe tubes, $1,503. 

Included in this cost is the testing of 3 tubes made by Be Ge Corp. and 3 tubes 
made by Taylor Co. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS, 
Washington, D.C., August 1, 1958. 
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
Government Operations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In response to an oral request by Mr. Earl Mor- 
gan of your staff I am pleased to enclose a listing of production delays encoun- 
tered to date during the performance of contract N600(A)42125 by the Be Ge 
Manufacturing Co., Gilroy, Calif. 

Sincerely, 
R. E. Drxon, 
Rear Admiral, USN, 
Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics. 


Production delays during performance of contract N600(A) 42125 


June 11, 1957___-- . To correct shock pans. 

June 14, 1957 : Do. 

June 21, . Rework of adapter rings. 

June 24, Do. 

July 1-14, 1957___- Lack of tubes. 

Ave; 7, 3061... ‘ Do. 

Oct. 31, 1957 Do. 

PRUE, I PUNO E <ieacasccsncchatebeceaditecnated Tubes received not to specifications. 
Dec. 23, 19% Lack of tubes. 

Dec. 30, 1957_--_- dich Do. 

a IN a a a Do. 

Jan. 6-9, Tubes received not to specification. 
Jan. 27, 1958 Lack of tubes, 

Jan. 28, 1958 Do. 

AEE TORO csc Flood conditions. 

May 2-12, 1958 To coordinate testing of Be Ge Globe tubes. 
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TUESDAY, JULY 15, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Miuirary OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in the hearing 
room, George W ashington Inn, Hon. Chet Holifield (chair man of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Holifield, Fascell, Riehlman, and Lips- 
comb. 

Also present: Herbert Roback, staff administrator; Earl Morgan, 
chief investigator; and Paul Ridgely and Robert McElroy, of the 
subcommittee staff. 

Mr. Hortrrevp (presiding). The subcommittee will be in order. 

We have before us this morning the Air Force witnesses. We 
are continuing our longstanding investigation on the Air Force and 


Navy rocket-launcher procurement program and hope that by the 
testimony we will receive today, we will be able to complete this phase 
of the committee’s operations; and, before the adjournment of Con- 
gress, bring forth a report on this matter. 

General Thurman, we are glad to have you before us again, and I 
see you have a prepared statement. 

Would you wish to proceed with it? 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM T. THURMAN, UNITED STATES 
AIR FORCE; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. JAN M. LAITOS, APGC; MAJ. 
WILLIAM H. BRASSFIELD, DIRECTORATE OF DEVELOPMENT, 
APGC; LT. L. D. GSCHWING, DIRECTORATE OF DEVELOPMENT, 
APGC; OLAN W. PROSSER, CONTRACTING OFFICER, ST. LOUIS APD; 
JOHN GIBBS, CONTRACTING OFFICER, AMC; AND C. L. BONKOFSKY, 
CHIEF, AMMUNITION AND WEAPONS SECTION, PROGRAMS AND 
REQUIREMENTS DIVISION, DIRECTORATE OF SUPPLY, HEAD- 
QUARTERS, AIR MATERIEL COMMAND, WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR 
FORCE BASE, DAYTON, OHIO 


General Tuurman. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
[ am here in response to your letter requesting that the Air Force 
appear and review with the committee the events that have tr anspired 
in the procurement of rocket launchers since the hearings of last 
year. 
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You will recall th: - last year we advised you of our proposal to 
procure the LAU-3/A 19-round rocket launchers in place of the 
MA-3 7-round launchers, and that, at the time of hearing, a formally 
advertised procurement was underway. 

I would like at this time to review with you that procurement in 
general and respond to the questions that have been raised infor- 
mally by your staff members. 

Some of these questions deal with buying and contract admin- 
istration and some with testing and engineering decisions. The lat- 
ter will be covered in a statement to be made by Col. Jan M. Laitos, 
on my right, who is representing the Air Proving Ground Center. 

Present today are other Air Force personnel, who participated in 
this procurement and who can answer specific questions you may have. 

On March 13, 1957, an invitation for bid was issued calling for a 
quantity of 43,750 type LAU-3/A rocket launchers, with the open- 
ing date established as April 12, 1957. 

‘Due to drawing changes and a reduction in quantity from 438,750 
to 34,000, amendments to the invitation for bid were issued and the 
final date for opening was extended to May 10, 1957. 

The bids were opened on that date and, of the 31 bids received, 
the bid by the Chromecraft Corp. in the amount of $3,887,800 ($114.3( 
per unit) was low. 

The buyer requested and received a facility capability report which 
indicated that the contractor was qualified and responsible. 

However, during the survey, it was discovered that the contractor, 
in computing its costs on the reduced quantity, had failed to increase 
the cost of amortizing its tooling over the smaller number of end 
items. 

At that time Chromeraft alleged it had made a mistake in the 
bid and asked for an increase in unit price of $1.38, which would 
bring the total unit price to $115.68, but still leave Chromecraft the 
low bidder. 

In accordance with established procedures, the allegation of error 
and supporting evidence were forwarded for administrative and legal 
determination. 

The determination of the Judge Advocate General’s Office and 
policy personnel was that correction of the mistake should be allowed. 
The contract. was awarded at the corrected price on June 29, 1957. 

The contract provided, among other things, for the furnishing of 
260 preproduction samples within 150 days after rec eipt of notice of 
award. It further provided that, within 75 days of receipt by the 
Government of the preproduction samples and related test reports, 
the Government would notify the contractor in writing of its ap- 
proval or disapproval of the samples. 

Since the award of the contract there have been three amendments 
issued. 

The first amendment issued as supplemental agreement No. 2 cor- 
rected a dimensional error on the drawings and involved a cost of 
$8,629.20 to rework tooling that had been fabricated to the old di- 
mension. It also extended the delivery date of the preproduction 
samples by 55 days. 

The second amendment issued as supplemental agreement No. 3 
revised the standard shipment clause and did not involve a change 
in contract price. 
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The third amendment issued as supplemental agreement No. 5 in- 
corporated some 35 drawing changes and involved an overall decrease 
in contract price of $11,607 60. 

Supplemental agreements Nos. 2 and 5 are the only ones to date 
affecting price. Their combined effect is a reduction of 9 cents per 
unit. The present unit price, exclusive of termination and any other 
adjustments that may be involved, is $115.59. 

On January 14 of this year the First National Bank of St. Louis 
requested a 75 percent guaranty on a $600,000 loan for Chromcraft. 
The Air Force declined to approve the request. 

By January 23, 1958, which was the extended schedule date, Chrom- 
craft had delivered the required 260 preproduction samples along with 
required test reports from the Lambert Engineering Co. in St. Louis. 

Colonel Laitos will cover the testing done by the Air Force and the 
detailed results which led to the disapproval of the samples. 

The Air Materiel Command was advised by the Air Proving Ground 
Center at Eglin that, although the launchers were not acceptable, it 
would be advisable to obtain additional samples with Sonoco tubes 
and specified engineering changes for further testing. 

Temporary engineering fixes were incorporated on 10 additional 
launchers which were subsequently furnished and ground tested. 

The results of these tests were favorable, and Eglin requested 50 
additional units, incorporating the changes made on the 10 units 
which had been tested. 

A determination as to whether the Air Force or the contractor will 
bear the cost of increased testing has not as yet been made. 

Chromeraft contents that it has complied with the specifications and 
drawings on the 260 preproduction samples. 

Our engineers disagree and have not approved the launcher for 
production. The Air Force engineers do believe, however, that 
Chromcraft’s product is close enough to our requirements to warrant 
continued testing. 

In evaluating “whether or not to proceed with the contract and to 
obtain the additional s samples, I considered the fact that the Air Force 
needs rocket launchers and that our engineers feel that there is a good 
possibility that with the changes proposed, the launcher will be ac- 
ceptable. I made the decision to obtain the samples and attempt to 
get an approved launcher from this contract rather than incur the 
time and expense of a new procurement. 

Negotiations were commenced with Chromcraft for the additional 
50 units for flight test purposes, and on June 10, 1958, the contractor 

yas authorized by letter to fabricate these units on or before August 
95, 1958. 

The letter provided that in the event approval for production is 
not subsequently granted, the Government agrees without prejudice 
to any of its rights with respect to termination, to reimburse the 
contractor at a unit price of $153.60 plus $8,660 for tooling charges. 

This brings up to date the progres of this procurement with the 
exception of a review of the partial termination. 

In the early part of 1958, revised Air Force programing reduced 
the requirement of the LAU -3/A Launcher to 20,767. 

After the review of the economic feasibility of termination, a notice 


to the contractor of termination of 13,233 units was issued on March 
11, 1958. 
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While negotiations are not complete on the termination action, it 
has progressed to the point where we are optimistic that the cost will 
be much less than had previously been given to the committee staff 
members. There are many indications that the contractor has been 
able to setttle its subcontract claims and control production releases 
in a manner more efficient than originally contemplated. 

This concludes my review of the buying and contract administra- 
tion aspects of this procurement. 

I recognize that it has been very brief, particularly in light of the 
considerable knowledge this committtee has on Air Force rocket 
launcher procurement. It might be well, however, before reviewing 
details that Colonel Laitos present his statement on the engineering 
and testing aspects. 

Mr. Horrrtevp. Unless there is objection, we will go ahead with 
Colonel Laitos and then we will have the questioning period. 

Colonel Larros. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee; 
this statement is a summarization of the significant events that have 
occurred from an engineering standpoint during the period from the 
last committee hearing to the present time. 

Delivery of the 260 preproduction samples to APG 
like to announce at this time that you will see these initials APGC 
throughout the statement and they refer to the Air Proving Ground 
Center—delivery was accomplished between December 2, 1957, and 
January 23, 1958. 

Both ground and air tests were conducted during the period Decem- 
ber 12, 1957, to April 8, 1958, which comprised 22 ground firings and 
38 air firings for a total of 60 launchers. 

Major tube damage experienced during ground and air firing tests, 
coupled with the loss of one rear bulkhead in the air, led to disapproval 
of the preproduction samples, based on failure to meet performance 
requirements. 

AMC was informed by letter dated April 4, 1958, and the AMC 
commander and staff was briefed to this effect on April 14, 1958. The 
final report on results of preproduction tests were published in June 
by Air Proving Ground Center. 

Although the preproduction samples were not approved for further 
production, it was apparent that the configuration was close to being 
an acceptable item. The quickest and most economical w ay to satisfy 
the need for a launcher was to establish necessary fixes so that the 
launcher would be acceptable. 

On April 14, 1958, AMC notified the contractor of nonacceptance 
of preproduction articles and suggested that the contractor meet with 
APGC to discuss the test results and possible corrective measures. 

Consequently, a technical meeting was held at APGC on April 17, 
1958, with representatives of AMC, the contractor, the Navy, and 
APGC to determine what could be done to obtain an approved 
launcher. 

All agencies involved were briefed thoroughly on the deficiencies 
of the launcher at that time. and a deficiency test program at Air Prov- 
ing Ground Center was outlined to determine fixes in an attempt to 
bring the launcher up to performance requirements. 

The deficiency test program began April 25, 1958, and was completed 
July 7, 1958. 
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During the course of the test, 32 launchers were ground fired. Of 
these, some 10 were additional launchers modified and furnished by 
the contractor. 

The remaining 22 were from the original preproduction lot and were 
fired to test APGC modifications. 

Modifications by APGC consisted of lugs attached to the rear 
retaining ring in an attempt to assure integrity of the launcher and 
the bulkhead. 

Although the modifications performed by the APGC were not 
entirely successful, sufficient information was derived from the test 
to provide inputs to the contractor so that a successful modification 
could be made. 

The additional 10 launchers were modified by the contractor with 
lugs having a larger bearing surface, and also additional and longer 
wood filler. strips were included to provide support to all tubes. 

These 10 launchers were successfully ground-tested at APGC. Sub- 
sequent to this test, some 61 additional preproduction launchers 
modified by APGC with lugs furnished by the contractor were suc- 
cessfully air fired, confirming the bulkhead fix. 

During the period of testing, that is, from December 12, 1957, 
through April 8, 1958, of the preproduction samples, 22 ground and 
38 in the air, it’ became apparent that a compatibility problem ex- 
isted with the LAU-3/A and F-100 aircraft. 

The frequency and extent of damage to the control surfaces of 
the aircraft was significantly greater than had been experienced dur- 
ing testing of the Aero 7D by Air Proving Ground Center. 

Damage was caused by rocket hardware, such as nozzle caps, fin 
retainers, and igniter wire, that is blasted to the rear when the rockets 
are launched. 

This problem was a byproduct of the test and was not a factor in 
rejection of the preproduction samples. 

In an effort to reduce or eliminate the damage incurred by F-100 
aircraft when firing LAU-3/A launchers, an additional test was 
initiated by APGC on May 12, 1958. 

This test is continuing and to date 61 preproduction modified 
launchers referred to in an earlier paragraph, have been air fired. 

Modifications were made to assure bulkhead retention with five lugs, 
but did not have the wood filler strips included. 

Forty-two of the launchers had the ground contacts made of softer 
metal and reoriented. 

Results indicated that the soft ground contact does reduce rocket 
damage and that the present stiff or hardened grounding contacts 
and/or their orientation are causing a large part of the damage 
inflicted on the aircraft control surfaces. The soft ground contact 
is being investigated further, and any proposed change in these con- 
tacts will be coordinated with the Navy prior to release of a change 
in drawings or the specifications. 

Following up the launcher deficiency and compatibility test, mem- 
bers of the APGC met with the representatives of the Air Materiel 
Command on May 28, 1958, to report on latest results and consider 
possible procurement of additional launcher samples. 

At this meeting it was agreed that Air Materiel Command would 
obtain 50 additional launchers from the production contractor for 
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the purpose of testing and proving effectiveness of the established 
“fixes” on launchers manufactured under production conditions. 
Changes in the 50 launchers will consist of : 
Sonoco tubes. 
Additional and extended wood filler strips to support tubes in 
the rear section of the launcher. 
Bulkhead modification to include five retaining lugs. 
Hex head screws to attach grounding contacts to the bulkhead. 
Annealed, two and one-finger contacts, oriented in a down- 
ward direction, to reduce aircraft damage from rocket debris. 

We feel that these things in these 50 launchers should result in a 
launcher configuration satisfactory in both performance and com- 
patibility. 

These 50 launchers are scheduled for delivery by August 25, 1958. 

Three weeks will be required subsequent to August 25, 1958, to con- 
duct tests at APGC to determine acceptability. 

Throughout this procurement program, continuous liaison has been 
maintained with Navy development agencies to assure mutually ac- 
ceptable performance standards. 

This concludes my prepared statement. 

Mr. Hottrretp. Thank you, Colonel Laitos. 

Colonel Larros. Mr. Chairman, if I may, and if you so desire, I 
will cover certain of the hardware items we have behind you there, 
some of the hardware which is referred to in my prepared statement, 
and if you would like, we would be glad to briefly give some explana- 
tion to the committee as to how the launcher works. 

Mr. Hortrtetp. Just a short one of a couple of minutes. 

Colonel Larros. This is an LAU-3A launcher. 

This is the rear end of the launcher, and that is the forward end. 
It has 19 tubes. This is a cross-section sample of the tube. 

The rocket is loaded from the front end this way. Here is the tail 
of the rocket, with the fins, and in between the warhead and the fins 
of the rocket there is the rocket motor with the propellent. 

This fits in this position back here on the launcher. 

We have what is called a decal which fits in here. The rocket fits 
in this manner and gets its electrical contact which goes on back 
through here. These contacts, called ground contacts, fit on this way. 

This is the ground. When a pilot depresses the trigger, the elec- 
tricity or the impulse goes through there and through the contact 
and fires the rocket. This is the ground contact that we refer to. 

This is an intervalometer which fits back in here which permits the 
rockets to be fired in a ripple condition, which means they go out 
two at a time from the front end; the two rockets come out at the 
same time. There is a second where we have a salvo and all of the 
rockets come out at the same time. There is the place for the inter- 
valometer and some other equipment. 

This is the bulkhead. I have referred to the bulkhead which fits 
back here, it actually came off in flight and hit the surface of the air- 
craft. I mentioned rocket debris damage. It comes out back here. 
When the rocket is fired it goes forward and what is discharged are 
these nozzle caps (4 per rocket), fin retainer cap, and a lot of wire. 

These are the caps which come back and hit the surfaces of the air- 
craft. 
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When we say the ground contact should be oriented or reoriented, 
we say that when the rocket debris comes back it hits this particular 
contact finger with the result that it is bent back and the debris is 
deflected upward to where the control surfaces of the aircraft are, 
thus hitting the ailerons. We are recommending that some of these 
be like this [holding up sample], with a softer metal and something 
here so that when the blast and rocket debris come back to force this 
contact finger in this manner, thus all the rocket debris will be de- 
flected downward or away from the control surfaces of the aircraft. 

Now, the byproducts, which we refer to as the five lugs, are posi- 
tioned in this manner on the bulkhead. We did not lose a single 
bulkhead; however, we did have occasions where the bulkhead or 
retainer ring bulged, proving to us that if we had not had the lugs, we 
would have lost another bulkhead, which may damage the aircraft. 

These are the wood filler strips that I referred to. They go in right 
here in this position. We ran some tests and I have some pictures if 
you desire to look at them. We observed quite extensive tube dam- 
age in this area and we ripped the skin off of this launcher and found 
out that there was a certain amount of void or space between the 
tubes in the fitting together, so we jointly agreed, the contractor and 
us, that a fix should be made to lengthen the strips, thus supporting 
the tubes completely at the rear. This will give adequate tube sup- 
port if the rockets are fired in a salvo. This occurs occasionally. Ad- 
ditional filler strips are added here where there is maximum gas pres- 
sure. 

Mr. Ropack. Are those strips 

Colonel Larros. They have nothing to do with the outside dimen- 
sions. 

Mr. Hottrrmevp. Those extend for just a short distance. 

Colonel Larros. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. And the others go on. 

Colonel Larros. Right. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. How much weight does that add? 

Colonel Larros. How much weight does it add, Lieutenant 
Gschwing? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. We never figured out what it is. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. What sort of wood is it ? 

Colonel Larros. Spruce. 

We have the filler up to about this portion, which is about three- 
quarters of the launcher length. 

Here is a bulkhead which fits on here. 

The tube of course fits thusly. 

You have another tube which fits here and these voids are filled 
with the wood filler strips. 

Mr. Hottrtetp. I notice it uses the Sonoco tubes. 

Colonel Larros. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hottrievp. Is that a different tube from the Cleveland Con- 
tainer tube ? 

Colonel Larros. Lieutenant, is the Cleveland Container tube differ- 
ent from the Sonoco? 

Lieutenant Gscuwina. They are different. 'The Cleveland tube is a 
harder, more brittle tube; Sonoco tube is a softer, more flexible tube. 

Mr. Horirretp. Who makes the Sonoco tube ? 
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Lieutenant Gscuwine. Sonoco Manufacturing Co. I believe is the 
name of the outfit. 

Mr. Rosack. Where is that company located ? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. North Carolina. 

Mr. Rosack. North Carolina? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rosack. There are several similar names, and we wanted to 
avoid any confusion. That is not the tube that is sometimes referred 
to as that of the Sun Oil Co., or Sunoco? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. That is correct. 

Mr. Earut Morean. Is that Sonoco Products of Hartsville, S. C.? 
You said North Carolina. 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. I believe it is North Carolina, I am not sure, 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Houtrretp. Back on the record. 

Mr. Roback will have a few questions. 

Mr. Rogack. General Thurman, on page 1 of your statement, you 
say the buyer requested—does that refer to the Air Force buyer— 
that a financial and capability report be made? 

General THurman. Yes. 

Mr. Ronack. That was made in due course? 

General THurman. It is a routine check of procurements over 
$25,000. 

Mr. Rogack. Now, on page 2 you referred to the incorporation in 
supplemental agreement 5 of 35 drawing changes. 

Now, are those changes which were also made by the Navy, or are 
those particular changes made tn the course of the Air Force testing 
and examination ? 

General Tuurman. May I ask Colonel Laitos to answer that? 

Colonel Larros. All those 35 changes were received by us from the 
ay We reviewed them and submitted them to Headquarters, 

IC. 

Mr. Rosack. At the time you went into an advertised procure- 
ment, you were already the beneficiary of some recommended changes 
by the Navy ? 

General THurman. Correct. 

Mr. Rosack. So that you started off at a point where, after the 


Navy had incorporated or agreed to incorporate some hundred plus 
changes—— 


General THourman. That is correct. 

Mr. Rosacx. So that these 35 represent some changes in the course 
of Navy modification of their drawings, some changes that the Navy 
recommended. 

Now, did Air Force have any of its own recommended changes? 

Colonel Larros. To my knowledge, none, sir and I think it might 
clarify things by saying that the 35 changes were all recommended 
prior to the preproduction samples being delivered. 

Mr. Rosacx. After these samples were delivered by the contractor, 
you would have some changes, would you not? You recommended 
various changes in drawings. What about all these? 

General THurman. That is correct. 
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Mr. Rogack. Have they been incorporated either in the contract 
or in the drawings or in the specifications, or are those simply un- 
der consideration at this time, the things that you talked about ? 

General THurman. They are in the latter category, under con- 
sideration at the time. 

I am correct am I not, Colonel Laitos ? 

Colonel Larros. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ropsack. Now, at the time the Air Force decided to buy the 
LAU/3A, some modifications were made in the Navy version to 
suit Air Force requirements. 

The question is, Did those changes in turn become incorporated 
in the Navy version? One of them had to do with the failure of the 
nosefairing at certain Air Force aircraft speeds? Now, do you have 
a nosefairing on the LAU/3A which is different from the Aero 7D? 

General THurman. Colonel Laitos. 

Colonel Larros. Yes, we have a different nosefairing because of 
the different speed we would be operating at, we needed a stronger 
fairing which we obtained, and we also made a change in our launcher. 
We call it the hardback, that metal behind you there sir. 

Here sir, that extends all the way back on the top of the launcher. 
This was extended from just where he has his finger there. Every- 
thing else is identical to the Navy, except that. 

Mr. Roxzack. Is that for sway bracing? 

Colonel Larros. Yes. 

Mr. Ropack. If the Air Force had an emergency in which it needed 
19-round launchers, and it didn’t have any produced yet, could it take 
those Navy Aero 7D launchers, mount them and then fire them? 

Colonel Larros. Yes. 

Mr. Ropack. I want to be careful, and I want a careful answer to 
this question, because if you were flying these 100 series aircraft, 
the nosefairings would give trouble, according to your own testimony. 
I mean you could fit these in, but they would not necessarily be satis- 
factory for firing purposes, is that right? 

Colonel Larros. If we were forced to fly with the Navy launcher, 
with the Navy fairing, we would probably have to reduce our speed 
limits to take care of those nosefairing pressure problems. 

Mr. Ropack,. You would be flying without a nosefairing aerody- 
namically correct for your speed. If it crushed, you would be flying 
with a flat explosed surface on the launcher, isn’t that the way it is? 

Colonel Larros. That would be the case, or if we flew with the Navy 
nosefairing it would crush up under the speed we fly normally, and 
cause a damage to the aircraft and maybe other situations. 

Mr. Rosack. So that insofar as there is interservice compatibility, 
as testified earlier, it has to do with the ability to suspend these 
Jaunchers from aircraft, rather than as to whether they are satisfac- 
tory for the required Air Force performance; isn’t that a fair state- 
ment ? 

Colonel Larros. That would be in my opinion; yes. 

Mr. Rorack. Now, there were some other variations in specifica- 
tions. For example, does the Air Force specification call for salt- 
spray tests? 

Colonel Larros. May I ask Lieutenant Gschwing to answer that? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. Yes, it does. 
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Mr. Rozack. Why does it; is that because the Navy requires it, or 
because you also have a salt-spray test requirement ? 

Lieutenant Gscuwrne. I believe that it is a little of both. 

Mr. Rozackx. What bearing would that have, that salt-spray test, 
with Air Force equipment ? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. This is to be interchangeable with Navy 
items. 

Mr. Rozack. But not necessarily because you would want it your- 
self? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. Well, the Air Force also has this require- 
ment, itself. 

Mr. Rosack. Where does it have it; is that just because the aircraft 
flies close to the ocean ? 

Lieutenant Scuwrne. Well, it applies to storage conditions, on 
board ship, transportation and storage on islands. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. General Thurman, was the facility capability 
report a desk survey, or was it an actual survey made of the Chrom- 
craft facility prior to the award of the contract ? 

General TuurMan. It was an actual survey. 

Mr. Prosser, would you care to elaborate on that? 

Mr. Prosser. It was an actually conducted survey in which we spent 
a week in reviewing the contractors’ proposals, capabilities, quality- 
control ability, financial ability. 

Mr. Fart Morgan. That included the financial capability survey ? 

Mr. Prosser. It did; yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogzack. Did you relate that to a request for a loan made subse- 
quently? Was that question raised in the financial survey ? 

Mr. Prosser. No, sir. There is no question of need for additional 
financing, or was, at the time. The request was to come much later. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. It was only about 6 or 7 months after the award 
of the contract, was it not? 

Mr. Prosser. Yes; it was about 6 months. 

Mr. Eart Morgan. What was the stated purpose of the loan ? 

Mr. Prosser. The purpose of the loan, as I understand from Mr. 
Stone, was a decision made by their board of directors that they would 
like to augment their financing with a Government loan, a Govern- 
ment-supported loan; but his expression to me was that it was not 
entirely mandatory as, in his particular opinion, in the board of di- 
rectors meeting, it was not necessary. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. It was not necessitated by the delay on this 
contract ? 

Mr. Prosser. I think they anticipated delay; it might have been 
one of the reasons; they didn’t express it as that. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. What was the reason for the Air Force declining 
to approve the request ? 

Mr. Prosser. It was stated that it was tax litigation against this 
company which they felt jeopardized things. 

Mr. Rozack. Jeopardized the loan ? 

Mr. Prosser. The loan. 

Mr. Roracx. Otherwise you might have approved the loan? 

Mr. Prosser. Yes, sir. As far as we were concerned, we recom- 
mended it at our level and a certificate of eligibility was issued by 
Headquarters, AMC; the disapproval was given otherwise. 
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Mr. Rosack. Referring to page 3, with regard to the decision or 
the question as to who would bear the cost of increased testing, that at 
this time has not been determined, in view of the fact that you have 
ordered additional preproduction samples and agreed to pay a desig- 
nated amount for those samples, have you not in effect made a decision 
that it changes the specifications or that the contractor has conformed 
to the previous specifications ? 

General TuourMan. No, sir, I don’t think so, We were in something 
of a spot with respect to this, as I think you can appreciate. The Air 
Force is of the opinion that the preproduction article did not conform 
to specifications and that this clause in the contract relating to addi- 
tional cost of testing is applicable to these additional tests that are to 
be made. 

Mr. Rosack. Excuse me; I didn’t mean to interrupt you, General 
Thurman, but just to follow the thread of your thought, does not the 
contract provide that if there are samples showing discrepancies with 
the specifications, that the contractor will not only submit additional 
samples for retesting but that he will bear the expense of them ? 

General THurman. I think it does; yes. 

Mr. Rosack. So that when you agree to pay him for those addi- 
tional samples, you have done something beyond the terms of the con- 
tract, or else you have acceded the contention that he has complied 
with the specifications. 

General Tuurman. I think we have done something over and 
beyond the contract. Our lawyers advised to that effect. 

Now, if I may continue, the contractor takes a position that he has 
conformed to specifications and that the changes that we have re- 
quired are changes to the specifications, as distinguished from changes 
within the specifications to make the article work. We therefore had 
ourselves in a position where we had to do one of two things: We 
either had to make an issue on it at that point, make a default ter- 
mination, permit the contractor, as he undoubtedly would, to go to the 
Board of Contract. Appeals and initiate a new procurement, or we 
had to agree to pay the additional cost. of 50 launchers. 

Now, the matter of testing was not covered in the letter that was 
delivered to the contractor, and we are of the opinion that the matter 
of testing on these will be covered by the provisions of the contract. 

Mr. Rosack. The purchase of additional preproduction samples is 
in effect an amendment to the purchase contract. 

General THurman. I think that would be fairly well stated. 

Mr. Ropack. Under the original contract, 260 preproduction sam- 
ples had to be submitted as part of the total purchase price so that by 
paying additional—rather, by buying additional samples and paying 
for them you have amended the procurement order, so to speak. 

General THurman. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Rorack. Is that reflected in a specific amendment to the con- 
tract after this time? 

General THurMan. No, sir: it has not been. It is reflected in a let- 
ter to the contractor which will form the basis for a supplemental 
agreement, depending on whether we have to make a unilateral deter- 
mination or can make a supplemental agreement. 

Mr. Rornack. Now, what was the situation with regard to the tubes? 
They were using Cleveland tubes for certain shipments. The Navy 
had waived specifications on the basis of the representation by Cleve- 
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land Container that the Navy erred in stating the compressive strength 
and also deviations were allowed in the inside and outside dimensions 
of the tube merely to get the contractor in a position to assemble 
his launchers, talking about the Navy contracts. There were waivers 
of specification on the compressive strength, there were some waivers 
on the water absorption rate, deviations on the dimensions and toler- 
ances of inside and outside diameter. Those were the same tubes used 
in the Air Force contract. 

Did the Air Force have to make any specific waivers or were those 
waivers of the Navy coinciding in some manner with the Air Force so 
that the same situation applied ? 

What I am trying to get at is—the Navy is accepting launchers 
with tubes made by Cleveland Container. The Air Force has found 
that launchers with tubes made by Cleveland Container are not satis- 
factory. 

Colonel Larros. I will take that if I may, and Lieutenant Gschwing, 
I would like to ask you to answer that question, 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. I would like you to reword that question. 

Mr. Rozack. I will break it down. 

How do you account for the fact that the Navy is accepting launcher 
tubes or launchers made with Cleveland tubes and the Air Force 
found them not satisfactory? Does that go to the tube manufacturer 
or the launcher assembler ? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. I don’t really know a good answer to that 
one. 

Mr. Rosack. Can you answer the question with regard to the 
Navy waivers on the original specifications? Or what did the Air 
Force do about the specifications, because Cleveland is supplying a 
tube which is not reflected in the specifications as 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. The Air Force has requested a waiver on the 
specification to permit Chromcraft to use the Sonoco tubes. The So- 
noco tube is equivalent to the Cleveland tube—— 

Mr. Roracxk. For the moment, we are on Cleveland, not Sonoco. 

When those tubes, or let’s put it this way: Chromcraft is stating 
that in building these preproduction samples, it conforms to specifica- 
tions. Now, the tube that Cleveland supplies does not conform to the 
specifications as written. 

Has the Air Force done anything to change, waive, deviate or 
otherwise modify the specifications on tubes? 

Colonel Larros. No, sir. We have not changed the specifications 
on the tube, we have waived the specifications on the tube. 

Mr. Rosack. Have you, for example—the specification calls for a 
compressive strength around 7,000 pounds per square inch. The 
Cleveland tube that is supplied runs in the neighborhood of 4,000. 
Have you waived that specification that says so—have you waived 
that requirement ? 

Colonel Larros. What does our specification say, Lieutenant 
Gschwing? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. Our specification does not read 7,000, our 
specification reads 4,000. 

Mr. Ropack. That is the same as Navy? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. That is right. 
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Mr. Rosack. In waiving specifications, you didn’t have to waive 
your interest which is only in certain functional end results, rather 
than in particular characteristics of the tube, is that correct ? 

Lieutenant Gscuwine. That is correct. 

Mr. Rosacx. Does that apply also to water absorption ? 

Lieutenant Gscuwtne. If Cleveland Container meets the rest of 
the specifications, I believe. 

Mr. Ropsack. You don’t have any water absorption specification ? 

Colonel Larros. Yes sir. 

Mr. Rorack. Did you have to execute any waiver on that? 

Colonel Larros. Not to Cleveland Container. 

Mr. Ropack. You are sure your specification is for water absorp- 
tion? 

Colonel Larros. That’s right. 

Mr. Rowack. It didn’t meet the Navy’s. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. How does your specification differ from the 
Navy’s? 

Major BrassrreLD. May I answer that? 

Mr. Eart Morean. I think there is a difference between the water 
absorption specifications of the Navy and the Air Force. 

Major Brassrretp. That is correct, sir. When the Navy first wrote 
their specifications, they specified 15 to 18 percent water absorption. 
When we wrote our specifications, we did not consider that we had 
that requirement so we immediately wrote our specification for 25 
percent, and I understand the Navy has since upped theirs to 50 
percent. 

Cleveland meets that water absorption. They have some 10 percent 

yater absorption rate. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Cleveland tubes do? 

Major Brassrreip. Yes. 

Mr. Eart Morgan. So that there isn’t any problem there? 

Major BrassrireLp. There is no problem with the Cleveland tube, 
the Cleveland Container tube meets the specifications. 

Mr. Morcan. Where is the problem with the Cleveland Container 
tube? 

Major Brassrietp. The Cleveland Container tube meets the indi- 
vidual tube specifications as we have written them. However, we 
have what is called a performance specification which means that 
these tubes not only must meet the individual requirements but they 
must perform satisfactorily in that configuration. 

Mr. Rosack. In other words, at the present state of your knowledge 
of the subject, you cannot conclude that the tubes are defective, it is 
the tubes as assembled; responsibility may or may not be on the part 
of the assembler. 

Major Brassrrevp. That is correct. 

Mr. Rosack. It would not necessarily be a reflection on the tube 
maker, it may or may not, but it also may or may not be a problem of 
the man who takes the tubes and assembles them, because the way 
in which you assemble the tubes makes some difference even if the 
tubes are good, and then are improperly assembled, they may blow 
up or something. 

Major Brassrretp. That is correct. And our specification so states. 
The fact that the tubes may meet their individual specification does 
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not mean that when they are assembled into a launcher that the 
launcher itself is acceptable. 

Mr. Rosack. And so that when the contractor states that he has 
conformed to specifications, he is contending for something that he 
may not necessarily have demonstrated, he may not have assembled 
properly. 

Mr. Fascetu. May I inquire could not part of that be due to the 
fact that you were using the phrase—-equivalent. 

Major Brassrrevp. I don’t understand it. 

Mr. Fasceti. Your specifications speak of a specified item, “or its 
equivalent.” 

You testified you’re using an equivalent. 

Major Brassrietp. The samples, in using the Cleveland tube, the 


questions pertaining to the waiver of the specifications permitted 
Chromcraft to use a second tube. 


Mr. Hottrtevp. And that is the Sonoco? 

Major Brassrtetp. Sonoco. 

Mr. Hotirretp. Which you are now using. 

Major Brassrretp. Which we are now going to use. 

Mr. Hottrtetp. Going to use ? 

Major Brassrieip. Yes. 

Mr. Hotirtevp. What is the production or productive capacity of 
the people who make the Sonoco tube ? 

Are they going to be able to turn out, under the contract, enough 
tubes ? 

Mr. Gries. I think I can answer that. 

The information we have from Mr. Stone, although we don’t have 
the exact figures in quantities, has indicated that Sonoco will be able 
to take care of his requirements. 

Mr. Houirtetp. The reason I asked the question is because there 
has been all along a question with the Navy of getting enough de- 
liveries on the Cleveland tubes, apparently ; and apparently the Cleve- 
land people are the largest manufacturers of the tubes. 

Mr. Gress. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Which Sonoco firm is this? 

In a progress report of November 6, Mr. Nash refers to a Sonoco 
Products, Inc., Hartsville, S. C., and Sonoco Products, Inc., Los Ange- 
les, Calif. 

Does anyone know which one is correct ? 

General Trrurman. Mr. Prosser. 

Mr. Prosser. This particular Sonoco Co. has a laboratory in Los 
Angeles and a fabrication factory in South Carolina. The two work 
together in processing the chemicals and protecting and building the 
tube. 

Mr. Rogack. Do you know what the pricing on that tube is? 

Mr. Prosser. I don’t have an exact price, but the last quotation was 
around 80 or 90 cents. 

Mr. Rosack. Do you know if that would cause the manufacturer 
to have an increase in price over what he anticipated when he handed 
in his bid? Would that be a basis for demanding an increase in 
price ? 

Mr. Prosser. No, sir. He has no basis, because of the particular 
price of the contract which he was to supply. That was his problem, 
and he was trying to find the most economical, and he did have a 
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tube supplier who made a bid of 40 cents a tube but pulled out from 
under him and it put him in a spot; but as far as the Air Force was 
concerned, that was his problem. 

Mr. Ho.irretp. General Thurman, in your testimony, you give us 
the future, I believe, of $115.59, at the bottom of page 2, as the final 
result of the changes in contract. 

However, further along, at the bottom of page 3 and top of page 4, 
you mention a price of $153.60, plus $8,660 for tooling charges. 

Is that for your samples? 

General THurMAN. Yes, the $153.60 item. 

Mr. Houirtevp. That price would not apply to the production 
samples. 

General THurmMan. That is correct. The 50 samples, not to the 
production articles. 

Mr. Hotitrmip. So you have made no such change in your contract 
for the bulk of your deliveries. 

General THurman. That is correct. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. You would go back, in other words, as far as you 
know now, to the $115.59, once you have approved these additional 
50 preproduction samples ? 

General TuurMan. That is correct, sir, with one exception in the 
contract, the normal clause provides that in the event of termination 
or partial termination of the contract, the contractor can come in 
and request a change in the unit price of those that remain under 
contract. 

Now, the termination action has not been completed. The con- 
tractor may come in and ask for an additional price increase, which 
he can do under the contract. He won’t necessarily get it, but he 
may come in and ask for it. 

Mr. Hottrtevp. Is there any contemplation that you will terminate 
the contract at this time for the convenience of the Government ? 

General THurman. No, sir. 

Mr. Hotirrerp. Are the intentions to require the additional num- 
bers in your contract ? 

General THurman. Yes, sir; but may I refresh your recollection 
that we have already in the past partially terminated the contract. 

Mr. Houirtetp. Yes, as to the reduction from 43,750 to 34,000. 

There is some termination right involved there on the part of the 
contractor, is there not? 

General THurMAN. I’m afraid I have used so many figures that I 
have got you confused. 

There were two changes with respect to quantity, if I may refresh 
your memory. 

One of them is the one you mentioned, which occurred while we 
were actually soliciting bids: 

Mr. Ho.trretp (interposing). So there is no liability on the part of 
the Government there? 

General THurman. No, sir. 

Mr. Hortrrevp. All right. 

General THurman. Second, after the contract had been awarded 
and it was reduced from about 35,000 to about 20,000, those fig- 
ures—— 

Mr. Hottrretp (interposing). So there is a liability on the part of 
the Government there. 
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General TuHurman. Yes; we have a termination liability on those 
15,000, a definite liability, although it has not been liquidated yet; and 
then we have a contingent liability on the 20,000, if the contractor can 
show that his costs on the 20,000 are increased because of a smaller 
number. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. Could I ask one more question there? 

Getting away from the price, have your tactical needs changed ? 
a that the reason for your cutting the contract down from 35,000 to 

0,000 ? 

General TourMan. Yes, sir; theoretically that is correct. 

Mr. Houirrecp. What is the reason for that change? 

General Tuurman. May I ask Mr. Bonkofsky to respond to that, 
A Mr. Chairman? He is a member of our directorate of 
supply —— 

r. Bonxorsky. The change in the Air Force programing to date 
has caused a reformulation of needs, and there a been a definite 
reduction from the 43,000 in the past 15 months. 

Essentially, you recognize that the launcher used is in war reserve, 
and the revised Air Force program over the past 15 months has 
caused the reduction in requirement in conventional ammunition; so, 
it is the result of the changes of the war plans. 

Mr. Rozsack. What happened to the rockets ? 

You had those, and you have had those in excess now for 4 or 5 

ears. 
. Mr. Bonxorsky. Yes, we have the rockets. The 2.75 FFAR was 
produced in 3 configurations, air to air, air to ground, and practice, 
with the latter being the training rocket. The excess rockets, previ- 
ously produced, are being reconfigured with the training warhead and 
utilized for that purpose. 

One has an air-to-ground type head, and another has an air-to-air 
type head. 

With our excess rockets, we are using plaster loaded heads for 
proficiency training, and each year we use some so as to perform 
check tests on them. 

Mr. Rosack. Has your store of rockets become obsolete, that is, 
have you examined them as to their shelf life? 

Mr. Bonxorsxy. You mean the rocket motors? 

Mr. Ropack. Yes. 

Mr. Bonxorsky. I have no indication—maybe Colonel Laitos 
would reply to that. 

Mr. Rosacx. What is the shelf life of a rocket, Colonel Laitos? 

Colonel Larros. This is only my opinion. I don’t have the official 
data, but it should last from 5 to maybe 7 years under proper storage 
conditions and surveillance features. 

Mr. Rozsack. Are you now putting out rockets for use to deter- 
mine effectiveness in age? 

Colonel Larros. There are plans for certain types of activity to 
take so many rockets from storage, fire them, and determine how they 
are standing up as to storage life and what have you. 

Mr. Rosack. Is the changing requirements for the rocket launch- 
ers based upon a program, is that a budgetary problem, or does it 
have anything to do with numbers of aircraft ? 

General TuHurmMan. Both budgetary and basic plan considerations. 
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Mr. Ropack. Does it have anything to do with the fact that you 
don’t have the launcher ? 

General THurman. I will ask Mr. Bonkofsky to answer that. 

Mr. Bonxorsky. I didn’t hear the question. 

Mr. Rogsacx. Did you tailor your requirements to the practical fact 
that you were not getting any launcher production ? 

Mr. Bonxorsxy. No, sir; we did not. 

As you recall, as specified in prior testimony the Air Force re- 
vised its war reserve requirements program basically from a long war 
to a short war type concept, and this is the reason for the large excess 
number of 2.75 inch rockets. 

But the changes that have been formulated in the past 15 months 
reflect changes in world conditions, and have affected the logistics 
planners in formulating war plans. 

Mr. Rosack. The last time, as you may recall, Mr. Chairman, that 
this problem came up, it came up suddenly, when we were confronted 
with the Suez problem. And I wondered whether this might cause 
some reconsideration of the problem. 

Mr. Hotirrevp. Is there a changing tactical requirement which 
indicates obsolescence of this type of weapon ? 

General THurman. Would you care to answer that [addressing 
Colonel Laitos | ? 

Colonel Larros. It should be someone higher than me up on the 
staff; but, in my opinion, I don’t know of any. 

Mr. Hottrtevp. In other words, for brush-fire types of wars, you 


might conclude that this type of a conventional weapon might still be 
used # 


Colonel Larros. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.trtetp. Do you have any outstanding contracts for the pro- 
curement of rockets in the 2.75 variety ¢ 

Colonel Larros. We don’t have that, but I understand there is none. 

Mr. Bonkofsky ? 

Mr. Bonxorsky. That is right. There is no outstanding procure- 
ment for the 2.75 rockets. 

As has been indicated, we have sufficient rockets in the stock to 
support our rocket and rocket-launcher requirements for the present. 

Mr. Rosack. Is this change in requirement that you mention result- 
ing in a partial termination decided by the Air Staff or Joint Chiefs, 
or is that a supply determination ? 

Mr. Bonxorsky. This recent reduction in requirements which I 
have referred to was passed on to the Air Materiel Command by 
changed war plans. We then made a summary and passed it on to 
the Pentagon. The Pentagon approved our recommendations and 
surveys, and AMC was directed to reduce the program accordingly. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. What was the timing on those events? 

When did all this take place? What month? What year? 

Mr. Bonxorsky. I will have that for you, sir. 

The 43,750 rocket requirement was determined in January last 
year. In April—22d or 23d—1957, was the time that we were com- 
puting requirements for our 1959-60 budget cycle, and at that time 
there was a drop in requirements reflected. 

This resulted in the reduction from the 48,750 to 34,000. In the 
early part of this year, when the Air Force structure was revised, 
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AMC received the programing data. I don’t have the specific date. 
I would say it was around January or February of this year. We 
received some type of factor with no specific itemized requirement of 
the new structure. After coordination with Headquarters, USAF, 
about using that for a reduction in procurement quantities, the final 
action was directed to AMC from the Pentagon on March 38. 

Mr. Eart Morean. March 3? 

On March 6, Maj. Gen. W. O. Senter, Director of Procurement and 
Production at AMC, sent a letter to Maj. Gen. Robert W. Burns, in 
which he stated, and I quote: 

As an urgent requirement exists in war reserve plans for this launcher, it is 
imperative that testing be accomplished at the earliest possible date, but in no 
event later than the time allotted. 

The following day, March 7, a TWX was sent from Ogden Air 
Materiel Area to AMC, which also refers to production, and said: 

In view of Headquarters, USAF, decision, request cutback in quantity of sub- 
ject launcher from 34,000 each to 20,767 * * *. This cutback is made with as- 
sumption that programing change indicated in war plan data S/L3R will not 
cause a significant change to war reserve mobilization quantity, and also that 
this launcher will not be used for proficiency training. 

There seems to be a little inconsistency in the urgency of the require- 
ment timing. 

Mr. Roszack. Is that the situation, that you wanted them less but 
needed them more ? 

Mr. Bonxorsxy. That is what—— 

General Tourman. That is a very good statement. 

Mr. Bonxorsxy. Less in quantity but, still, we have a requirement 
for the item. 

Mr. Fascetx. With the probability that by January 1959, you won’t 
need any of them ? 

Mr. Rosack. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rogsack. We might ask on the record at this time as to what the 
technical judgment is about the possibility of a production launcher. 

Colonel Larros. How do you mean ? 

Mr. Hottrtetp. Approved ? 

Mr. Rozsack. What is the outlook, your best guess, now ? 

Colonel Larros. As I mentioned, we have fired 61 in the air with 
these lugs attached to the bulkhead, and they all proved to hold the 
way they should. 

We have this contact problem, I think, pretty well on the road with 
the soft contacts. 

We feel that with these 50—and when we incorporate all these 
changes, they will be produced under production catiaitione—it these 
tests, when we complete them—that these tests, when we complete 
them by the 15th of September or thereabouts, we will be ready to 
release this thing to AMC for procurement. 

Mr. Rosackx. With procurement, then, under the contemplated 
schedule, when will the deliveries be completed, if you release this 
thing to production after the testing period ¢ 

General TuurmMan. Will you answer that, Mr. Gibbs? 

Mr. Gress. The contract species that the delivery will commence 75 
days after approval of the preproduction samples. It starts out with 
a quantity of approximately 500 and then builds up to a peak rate 
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based on the new terminated quantity of around 2,500 to 3,000, which 
has not been put into the contract as the new schedule quantity yet, 
and will not be done so until the termination action is resolved. 

Mr. Rozack. It would be reasonable, then, to expect that it would 
take another year beyond the approval date? 

Mr. Gress. Approximately that time; yes. 

Mr. Ho.trretp. So, your production would start 75 days after the 
15th of September, or December 1, and you would hope to receive your 
20,000 by December 1, 1959 ? 

Mr. Gress. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Rosackx. Now, what aircraft are contemplated to use this 
launcher ¢ 

Colonel Larros. The F-100. 

Mr. Ropack. Just on the F-100? 

Colonel Larros. Yes. 

Mr. Rosack. Are you procuring suspension, I mean pylons to hang 
that launcher, just for the F—100? 

Colonel Larros. No, sir. 

This will fit on the existing pylons and racks that come with the 
F-100 and are considered standard pylons and standard racks. 

Mr. Rosack. Are there any hundred-series aircraft that will not be 
able to carry that launcher ? 

Colonel Larros. To answer your question, there are some that will 
not be able to, but they are not scheduled to carry them. I will ex- 
plain that, if I may. 

Mr. Rosack. Is my understanding correct, that the only aircraft 
scheduled to carry that launcher is the F—100? 

Colonel Larros. At this stage; yes. 

Mr. Rosack. And this procurement is geared around that consid- 
eration ? 

Colonel Larros. I would like to have Mr. Bonkofsky doublecheck 
that. 

Mr. Bonxorsky. Yes. 

Mr. Rosack. At the time the Armament—and, by the way, have 
they had a name change? 

Colonel Larros. For a matter of record or information, perhaps, in 
January of last year, the Air Proving Ground Command was dis- 
solved, the Air Force Armament Center was dissolved. It has all 
been consolidated into one activity, Air Proving Ground Center, which 
is one of the centers under ARDC, so the missions have been consoli- 
dated. 

Mr. Rorack. At the time the Navy was developing this launcher, 
and the Air Force was considering modifying it somewhat and procur- 
ing it, there was a problem of whether ultimately that design would 
be satisfactory, and that was designated an interim version. 

One of the reasons it was interim was because, at that time, the Tac- 
tical Air Command laid down requirements for a half and full-fire 
capability. 

As I understand the Navy specification, they call for a ripple firing, 
full-firing capability, no partial firing. 

What is the status of the Tactical Air Command requirement today ? 

Colonel Larros. Our requirement on this particular point, with the 
Tactical Air Command, is, they’do not desire the halt and all capa- 
bility. 








762 AIR FORCE AND NAVY ROCKET-LAUNCHER PROGRAM 


Mr. Ropack. They have rescinded or departed from their previous 
requirement ? 


Yolonel Larros. Apparently so. 

Mr. Ropack. What about the use of this aircraft—I should say, 
how about the use of this on the higher number aircraft, such as 
the 105’s and 107’s? That was also one of the issues that they were 
considering. 

Colonel une The LAU-3/A will fit the F-105, from a physical 
point of view, if you will, but from a tactical point of view the 
LAU-3/A, or, as we know this one, will not be compatible in view 
of the speeds and other situations of tactical operation. 

Mr. Rogpack. What is the status of the 38-round development which 
General Mechling told us was under way at the armament center a year 
ago? 

Is that still under way ? 

Colonel Larros. I would like to consider that as a development 
program, as opposed to preproduction or whatever you want to call it. 

e have received 1 of the 2 development launchers, from the Stand- 
ard Armament Co., of California, who is the development contractor 
on this laucher, and we ran a development test at the Air Proving 
Ground Center and experienced some serious electrical trouble with 
the firing. 

As a result, we have sent that launcher back to the Standard Arma- 
ment Co. and have forwarded many design changes to the company 
to be incorporated in the second launcher and bring up the first 
launcher to achieve the standard we think is required. 

Upon receipt of the second launcher, and the first one which is be- 
ing reconditioned, we will conduct additional development tests, and, 
if satisfactory, we will then recommend to AMC that they obtain for 
us 50 service-test items, so we could test these under operational con- 
ditions and under our service test conditions to see if the design is 
adequate, if the performance specifications are in the right ball park, 
and to see if it will meet the operational requirements. 

Upon completion of these 50 service tests, then we will, if success- 
ful, recommend procurement release. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Is this 38-round launcher also using a paper- 
type tube? 

Colonel Larros. No. It is an all-metal tube, all-metal fairing. 

This is a blueprint of the launcher [indicating]. The principle 
of operation is simple. It will fire in tandem. It is almost twice 
as long as the LAU-3/A, and you load the rockets one behind the 
other, in tandem; so, when it fires them, the front one goes, and the 
one behind follows immediately, and, essentially, that is the differ- 
ence in firing. 

As I mentioned, it is all metal: metal tube and metal fairing. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. That is not a disposable or an expendable launcher, 
necessarily. 

Colonel Larros. No, sir. With the metal tubes, we think it can be 
used more than once; however, from the tactical standpoint or tac- 
tical condition, under combat conditions, we may have to jettison 
from the aircraft returning to home base. However, we feel that it 
can be used more than once. ‘ 

Mr. Hottrtrevp. It will be much more expensive than the other 


type. 
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Colonel Larros. Yes. 

Mr. Houirtevp. What will that run, what is the estimate? 

Colonel Larros. I have no idea, because it is strictly in the de- 
velopment stage, made in a laboratory. We haven’t looked at pro- 
duction costs. 

Mr. Rosack. It will cost more than twice as much as the 19-round ? 

Colonel Larros. Beg pardon ? 

Mr. Rosacx. Twice as much. 

Colonel Larros. At least. 

Mr. Rozack. The theory is that of increasing the number of rounds 
with higher speeds and less accuracy, and, therefore, you have to 
throw out more stuff; is that it? 

Colonel Larros. It will take care of the dispersion problem, and, 
of course place more explosives on the target, assuring better kill 
probability. 

Mr. Ho.trretp. Are these for supersonic planes? 

Colonel Larros. Yes. 

Mr. Rosack. I'd like to ask General Thurman with regard to the 
problem of partial termination, these costs of partial terminations 
have two components—— 

Are there not two problems: 

One, a possible demand for an increase in the remainder, and, two, 
the actual termination costs for the quantity that is cut out? 

General THurman. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogack. In regard to quantity cut off, what termination cost 
would you have on the part of the contractor, tooling or what? 

General THurmMaNn. Mr. Prosser, you are currently engaged in that; 
will you reply ? 

Mr. Prosser. This cost on the quantity that it would have would 
be any inventory which he or his supplier has accumulated. 

Mr. Rosack. Supplies ordered, material in process, vendors’ prob- 
lems. Those would be the things involving termination costs? 

Mr. Prosser. That would be inventory. 

Mr. Ropacx. That would be inventory. What other possible—— 

Mr. Prosser. The other one is the prorated share of tooling. An- 
other one would be his actual settlement costs such as his auditing 
costs, his costs of settlement of his subcontracts. 

Mr. Rozackx. Administrative costs. 

Mr. Prosser. Administrative costs; yes, sir. 

Mr. Ropack. Now, what is the purpose of the preproduction 
clause with regard to first article approval which says that before we 
are going to have any production, we will approve these samples? 
Is it not the case that is written in there to eliminate the possibility of 
any termination costs, if there is a termination prior to approval? 

Mr. Eart Morean. Prior to production. 

General THurman. No, sir. I will pick that up, Mr. Prosser. 
No, sir. 

Mr. Ronack. What is the purpose of that clause ? 

General THurman. Well, I think that the two are completely un- 
related in that regard. The purpose of the preproduction clause is 
to insure by testing of an actual sample that the article to be delivered 
into the inventory will in fact conform to the specifications that are 
laid out in general terms. That is the purpose of the preproduction. 
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Mr. Rosack. Isn’t a part of that purpose to prevent the manufac- 
turer from incurring any costs, from ordering any supplies, from 
doing anything until he has got the go-ahead signal ? 

General THurmMan. No, sir. There are lead-time considerations in- 
volved in going ahead with any contract. Now, in the event that we 
did, as has been done here, disapprove the sample, there would be— 
and there was no further testing and no further changing of the 
article—we would have what would be the equivalent of a default 
termination, but where you have got before the actual test is made 
or complete a termination of part of the requirement, the termination 
is not tied in with the preproduction clause at all. 

As a matter of policy, I believe, Mr. Roback, it ought not be. 

Mr. Rozack. Well, what right did the manufacturer have under the 
contract to incur any cost for production purposes, and this is what 
we are talking about. 

General TuHurman. The reasonableness of that cost is a part of 
the criteria used in settling termination claims. 

Now, let me give you a concrete example, if I may. A hypothetical 
case. 

You have got an item where your preproduction time is, we will say, 
6 months, and the lead time for large quantities on that is 12 months. 
The contractor, as a reasonably prudent businessman, has got to place 
his long-lead-time order well ahead of the time he is anticipating 
the approval. Now, in the event of a termination, the reasonableness 
of that particular action is a subject for consideration by the termi- 
nating contracting officer. If he finds as a matter of fact that lead- 
time requirements are such that he must do it, that will be allowed. 
If he finds that lead-time requirements are such that it is not reason- 
able, it will not be allowed. 

Is that a fair statement, Mr. Prosser ? 

Mr. Prosser. Yes, sir. And I think the answer to the question is 
the preinspection samples are not made on the basis of Government 
convenience termination. If there is a rejection of a sample, it would 
be on the default basis in which the termination would not be involved, 
or the Government—— 

Mr. Rosack. This clause was written into the contract. You lifted 
this clause from the Be Ge contract. You never had this clause when 
you had the Weatherhead-Polan contract because at that time your 
concept of first article approval wasa bit primitive. You didn’t have 
enough samples written into the contract, so you accepted samples over 
and above the contract. You allowed them to submit more than the 
20 requirement. When you came to Chromcraft, you decided you 
were going to need more latitude, so you required 260 rather than 20. 
The Navy required 150 in the Be Ge contract, but you lifted out the 
Navy language of the contract. And one of the sentences in that con- 
tract which has to do with production of the items states that produc- 
tion will not commence until the preproduction sample has been 
na Isn’t that 





eneral TuHurman. I believe the word is “fabricated,” is it not, 
Mr. Roback? 
Mr. Rorpack. You have the word “fabricated.” 
General THurMAN. I think so. 
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Mr. Rozack. The Navy said production of the items to be furnished 
under the contract shall not commence until such samples have been 
approved by the Government. Do you have a different significance? 

General THurman. I think I do. 

The Government will give the contractor a notice in writing of approval or 
disapproval of the preproduction samples within 75 calendar days after receipt 
by the Government of the preproduction samples and the related test reports. 


Pending approval by the Government of said preproduction samples, the con- 
tractor shall not commence fabrication of the production quantity called for 


under item 1. 

Mr. Rosack. Do you attribute a different legal or contractural sig- 
nificance to “fabrication” as against “production” ? 

General Tuurman. I would hesitate to say offhand, Mr. Roback. 

Mr. Rosack. Let us pursue for a minute what the Navy—and the 
Navy is not wholly clear what it intends, but all I know is what it 
stated to this committee, and that is this. 


The sentence in paragraph A of the same clause— 


referring to the preproduction clause which reads “Production of the 
items to be furnished under the contract shall not commence until 
such samples have been approved by the Government” 


—means that in the event of changes or a termination prior to approval— 
this means approval of the sample— 


the Government will not be liable for production or change costs with respect to 
any launchers in excess of the 150 preproduction samples. 

So, the question I raised is, if the Navy understands that clause to 
mean that and if that clause does mean that, are you warranted in 
putting any termination costs beyond the termination costs associated 
with the number of preproduction samples required ? 

General Tuurman. Well, as you point out, the Navy clause is dif- 
ferent. 

Mr. Rosackx. You use the word “fabrication” and they use the 
word “production.” Offhand, I see no significance in that, but maybe 
you have intended a significance. 

General TourMan. I really couldn’t answer your question offhand, 
Mr. Roback. I see your point, and there might be a difference be- 
tween fabrication and production. I don’t know. 

Mr. Rornackx. The Navy dwelt on this clause as protecting the Gov- 
ernment. They said: “We are going to see that this article is ap- 
proved before we let the fellow go ahead and buy a lot of stuff.” 
Now, you are in the position that before he was approved, you have a 
partial termination, you are going to pay him for a lot of stuff he 
ordered which he had no business ordering under the terms of the 
contract. 

Mr. Prosser. I think, as we stated before, the purpose of the pre- 
production sample clause is not in anticipation of the convenience 
termination. 

General Tourman. In place of the default termination. 

Mr. Prosser. It is primarily to protect us and stop production and 
go into default if the contractor has not and cannot produce a satis- 
factory article. 

Mr. Rosack. But the fact is he had no first article approval. He 
had, therefore, no warrant to buy anything beyond the preproduction 
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sample requirements. No matter what the intention was, as far as 
the termination possibilities, can we come in now and negotiate with 
the contractor for costs incurred by him in anticipation of production 
before he had approval? He had no warrant to do it, if cand that 
contract correctly. 

Mr. Prosser. As far as termination is concerned, he will not be 
given any consideration for claim of any rocket launcher that he has 
assembled or produced. He will be given 

Mr. Rosack. How about materials on order for production quanti- 
ties ? 

Mr. Prosser. Raw materials that he has procured on a long-lead- 
time basis, materials that had been fabricated to meet his first and 
second delivery schedule, 75 percent. The only schedule established 
for him to produce and operate cannot permit him to sit back and 
wait until the preproduction sample is accepted before he goes out and 
starts his production. 

Mr. Rosacx. Without prejudicing the Government’s position in 
negotiations, can you give this committee an order of magnitude cost 
of termination of those 13,000 plus launchers, and this will include 
termination costs plus possible alternative higher prices for the bal- 
ance. Give us an order of magnitude. This will be understood as 
not in any way committing the Government in its negotiating mat- 
ters. 

Mr. Prosser. Well, at this particular stage of the termination, a 
figure that would be anywhere reasonable, 1 would say within 20 or 
30 percent accurate, would be about all we can guess. It would still 
be on a guess basis. 

Mr. Ronack. The magnitude is of the order of $1 million; is it not? 

Mr. Prosser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rosack. So you will have paid out, if that magnitude proves 
out, you will have paid out $1 million and you will have not a single 
bit of hardware to show for it. 

Mr, Prosser. We will have an inventory of raw materials, and so 
forth, that will be a part of the inventory of the subcontractor’s sup- 
plier. We made an initial ballpark guess without consulting the 
contractor or any of his suppliers, and we estimated the cost to the 
Government of termination of these 13,000 launchers to be some $750,- 
000. There is a half million dollar cost of items terminated involved. 
So we were roughly figuring 50 percent of the terminated items could 
be recovered. Later as we went into the formal termination, we found 
that the contractor has been very successful in negotiating the termi- 
nation costs with his suppliers. He had invoked in his purchase order 
certain production release controls, which he should have done, but 
at the time we could not go into details without exciting or tipping 
off the fact that we were considering termination. 

Mr. Ropack. What good are those inventories to you? Those are 
over and above the production quantity in balance. 

General Tuurman. If I may interrupt, I think there might have 
been a misunderstanding of your $1 million figure. So may he 
continue ? 

Mr. Ropack. Sure. 

Mr. Prosser. The termination cost now, as we see it, we have some 
22 suppliers on which we are yet to get their firm claims will be 
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somewhat less than the $750,000 anticipated, and my estimate is that 
it would be between $100, 000 and $200,000. 

General Tuurman. Not a million. 

Mr. Prosser. Not a million. 

Mr. Rosacx. That is aside from any possibility of increased unit 
costs for the remainder. 

Mr, Prosser. That is right. If we have a repricing problem which 
is invoked by these changes, we want to make an improvement on 
the item and the repricing of the remaining items and here again we 
can only make a guess. We figured maybe a unit price of $130 per 
launcher would be somewhere near what we anticipated. 

Mr. Fasceti. May I inquire? Why would you have a problem on 
termination with respect. to the purchase of inventory unless a con- 
tractor had purchased from this suppliers the full amount of raw ma- 
terial necessary to produce the contract? 

Mr. Prosser. That is a part of the thing. When we made our esti- 
mate of $750,000, we assumed this and now we find that under the 
controls that the contractor has exercised on his suppliers, that is 
not the case, and we will 

Mr. Fascetu. All right, sir. If the case is that he has on hand 
through regular supply channels enough raw material to produce the 
20,000 balance, then you do not have the inventory problem. 

Mr. Prosser. That is true. The only thing we have there is that 
these suppliers in their quotation of their price, and to maintain the 
economy of the price quoted, have in many cases made the full com- 
mitment of the materials on hand purchased. 

Mr. Fasceti. That would involve, then, simply a renegotiation of 
the unit price from the supplier on the raw material. You wouldn’t 
be buying any inventory. 

Mr. Prosser. Unless it has been delivered and cut to certain lengths. 
Now, many parts of this rocket launcher, as you know, are mass- 
produced types and some of the suppliers on the smaller units have 
run complete production lines or have them in a state of completion. 
Those are the factors that are going to cost us; the fact you mentioned 
here, that when we can turn material back to the suppliers and all that 
is part of our termination procedures, and that will reduce consid- 
erably the termination costs. 

Mr. Rorack. The Navy advised us at the last hearing that to pro- 
tect the Government fully, it was decided the contract contain a re- 
striction limiting the manufacturer to the purchase of only enough 
parts to permit delivery of an initial quantity of 150 launchers. So 
the Navy cited that protective clause to prevent this kind of a situa- 
tion. Without laboring the point any further, I guess you should con- 
sult closely with your legal personnel on the meaning and possibilities 
of that preproduction clause. 

General TuurMan. We will do so. 

Mr. Fasceti. May I inquire? Does the Air Force preproduction 
clause have a limitation on number? 

General Tourman. This particular one, yes, but—there is no stand- 
ard one because the requirement varies. 

Mr. Fasceru. But in this particular contract, the preproduction 
clause has a limitation as to the number of preproduction samples. 

General Tourman. Two hundred and sixty; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rosack. Theoretically, Mr. Fascell, they are not supposed to 
do anything beyond that number in incurring costs. Whether that is 
practical or not is another matter. They wrote the contract that way. 

General THurman. We will follow your suggestion and consult 
with our legal counsel on that point; is about all I can say at the 
moment. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Mr. Chairman, in late February of this year Mr. 
Prosser in a telephone call to Mr. Gibbs referred to a conversation he 
had with Mr. Stone. Mr. Stone advised that the capacity of Sonoco 
at that time would only take care of a thousand launchers per month 
and they wanted $40,000 more money to expand. 

Can you elaborate on this discussion, Mr. Pree? 

Mr. Prosser. Yes, sir. At that time we still had the 5,000 launchers 
per month production schedule and Mr. Stone was concerned over the 
fact that this Sonoco tube manufacturer had told him they would not 
be able to make that number of units. Mr. Stone was also working 
with several other tube manufacturers. 

At that time Sonoco tube was on the same basis with other tubes, 
including one that the Chromcraft Corp. was attempting to develop 
themselves. So he approached me with the idea as to what would be 
the possibilities of getting a $40,000 facility to aid him to expand or 
allow Sonoco to expand their production so as to meet the 5,000 
launcher per month schedule. 

Mr. Eart Morean. What was the final outcome of this discussion ? 

Mr. Prosser. In my discussion with Mr. Stone, he was referred to 
the headquarters, AMC, to discuss the possibility of a special facil- 
ity, but I don’t think he ever followed it up because following that 
discussion, the cutback came along and I think now, as he has told 
us informally, Sonoco can produce the launchers to meet our 2,000 
or 3,000 launchers per month schedule. 

Mr. Eart Morean. In January there was some reference made of 
Be Ge’s ability to produce a sufficient number of tubes to take care of 
the Navy contract and the Air Force contract. Do you know any- 
thing about that? 

Mr. Prosser. Yes, sir. We discussed that. We had that informa- 
tion referred to us, that Be Ge had developed a tube. The Navy was 
approving it. Mr. Stone requested to contact Be Ge to see if their 
source of tubes could be used to augment any tube supply they may 
develop. He contacted them and was advised that although they 
had a tube that was near acceptance, the Navy had not given formal 
acceptance to it. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Did Mr. Stone also relate to you in late Febru- 
ary that Be Ge did have the production capacity to take care of both 
contracts ? 

Mr. Prosser. I don’t recall that Be Ge was mentioned. The Cleve- 
land Container had told him that they could not take care of both 
Be Ge and Chromcraft production requirements. The discussion 
with Be Ge, as far as I know, never reached the state of determining 
whether Be Ge could supply Chromcraft with tubes in addition to 
their own requirements. 

Mr. Eart Morean. In late January, January 24 to be exact, Mr. 
Prosser, you referred—you made a recommendation that the con- 
tractor consider proposing to AMC another batch of Sonoco tubes be 
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made up and exchanged for those made with the Cleveland tubes. 
Were you anticipating at that time that the Cleveland Container tubes 
would not be satisfactory ? 

Mr. Prosser. Well, there had been some test reports made and even 
at the time of our submitting of the 260 production samples, there was 
a desire on the part of the contractor to furnish a few launchers with 
the Sonoco tubes in it, because of some individual tube testing that 
had been conducted by the Air Proving Ground Center. It indicated 
that this tube wasn’t good. But according to the terms of the con- 
tract we had to deliver a tube that was to be representative of produc- 
tion quantities. 

So, when we finally ran into this test problem of the launchers 
giving us this trouble, the contractor and I discussed it, and I think 
it was discussed with Eglin, and there was some desire to submit 
some extra Sonoco launchers. In order for the contractor to meet 
his delivery schedule, and also be paid for these launchers it made, 
it was my suggestion that we substitute 10 of these or a quantity of 
these Sonoco manufactured launchers for some of the Cleveland Con- 
tainers’ that were delivered as part of the production sample. 

Mr. Eart Morean. General Thurman, is it possible to have a partial 
default termination or is it an all or nothing proposition ? 

General Tuurman. I think it is all or nothing, if you understand 
my answer as being applicable to an individual item or a number of 
individual items. You might have several items on a contract and 
default one item and not the others, but I think the answer to your 
question is that it is not possible to have a partial default termina- 
tion. 

Mr. Eart Moraan. Mr. Prosser, the Chromcraft Co. has apparently 
been trying to develop a satisfactory tube with some 9 or 10 tube sup- 
pliers throughout the country. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Prosser. Yes, sir. There are quite a number of them. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Do you have any figures on the cost of that de- 
velopment program to the contractor and what portion of it might 
have been shared by the Air Force? 

Mr. Prosser. None of it to my knowledge has been shared by the 
Air Force except possibly expenditure of some rockets to make the 
few firing tests. Most of Chromcraft’s analyses of tubes have been 
laboratory. 

Mr. Ropack. You gave them engineering support through the Air 
Proving Ground Center by testing the tubes. To that extent you pro- 
vided Air Force funds, did you not, or did you charge these against 
Chromcraft’s contract ? 

Mr. Prosser. The charge for the very few rockets that we used in 
testing Chromcraft’s tubes is still a matter of consideration in any 
negotiations we may have with the contractor. He has recognized 
it as a cost and we informed him it would be a cost. 

Mr. Eart Morcan. Colonel Laitos, could you give us some statistics 
on the costs of the tube development at Eglin? If you don’t have it 
offhand, you can supply it for the record. 

Colonel Larros. I think we can. I can give this much. I would 
like to state this. Our tube tests down there were single tube tests. I 
want to establish that point. They were not the 19 tubes at one time. 
So the tube tests that we are talking about here refer only to the tests 
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of a single tube at one time. And we in my opinion fired about 15 to 
20, or more, of Sonoco single tubes during this test. I can furnish 
that information to you, the quantity and the cost. 

General THurman. Why don’t you do that. 

Mr. Eart Morean. As of January 17, 1958, the cost was reported to 
be $16,615. That was reported by the 

Colonel Larros. Excuse me. Wasn’t it $1,600? 

Mr. Eart Moraan. I have a figure of $16,615. “The cost of these to 
date not including overhead is $16,615. Other contractors supplying 
tube tests on this program have not been charged for the work.” Ina 
telegram from APGC to Air Materiel Command of that date, January 
17, it supplied a cost breakdown for Chromcraft launching tube tests 
initiated on November 29, 1957, not including lab tests which are 
still in progress, and direct labor, civilian and military, no overhead, 
WAD, $663, 30 2.75-inch rockets, $33.50. The total cost of Chrom- 
craft was $1,668. That is probably what you are referring to. But 
this other figure of $16,615 probably refers to the overall tube de- 
velopment program. 

Colonel Lartos. Right. 

General THurmMan. We will supply those, Mr. Morgan. 

(The following information was furnished subsequent to the hear- 


ings :) 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, July 25, 1958. 
Hon. CHEetr HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, Committee on Government 
Operations, House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In the recent hearing which your subcommittee held 
on rocket launcher procurement, the Air Force was asked to furnish the exact 
developmental cost to the Air Force for the paper tubes for the LAU-3/A 
launcher. 

The Air Force expended 346 rockets ($33.50 each) for a total of $11,591. 
Previously the subcommittee was furnished a figure of 373 rockets; however, 
after a review of the records it was determined that the 346 figure is correct. 
The direct labor cost to the Air Force (3,070 man-hours) was $7,827, thus the 
total cost to the Air Force was $19,418. These costs covered the time period 
of June 13, 1957, to March 31, 1958. 

I trust that this information will be helpful to the subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. P. FISHER, 
Major General, United States Air Force; Director, Legislative Liaison. 


Mr. Eart Morean. In January 1957, Mr. Prosser, you received a 
letter from Chromcraft in which they referred to a potential built-in 
failure in this rocket launcher. Can you tell us what they were 
referring to in that letter ? 

Mr. Prosser. They referred to several improvement ideas in this 
development of this launcher. They had two reasons to approach it. 
One, they have as a part of their contract the development of the new 
set of drawings. Of course, that brought out a very detailed study 
and they had made a complete analysis of some sample launchers 
that they furnished and they came up with several suggestions for 
improvement. One was the loading of the launcher, of the rockets 
in the launcher. They recommended a decal be placed there to cau- 
tion the loading personnel to insert the fins in the proper relationship 
to the detents so they would not damage the detents. They had a 
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suggestion of gluing, the detent sticks to the tubes. They were more 
of the improvement type. Those aretwol recall. 

Mr. Eart Morean. Colonel Laitos, do you have any reason to believe 
that the Cleveland Container tubes used on the Navy Aero-7D are 
of different quality than those tubes used on the Chromceraft LAU- 
3/A? 

Colonel Larros. I think they are essentially the same. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Are there any further questions by the members? 
Any further questions by the staff? 

If not, gentlemen, we thank you for your appearance here this 
morning, and if you will please supply the staff with such informa- 
tion that is required, we will terminate the hearings permanently. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m. the hearing was concluded. ) 
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